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Development Goals and Objectives 


A major objective of the Symmes Hospital Reuse Plan is to achieve development on the site at the 
lowest intensity that can accomplish, insofar as possible, the various goals, preferences and desires 
stated herein, including adherence to fiscal constraints. ''Intensity” should be evaluated not only by 
the density and bulk of development, but also by considering the environmental impacts on the 
immediate and extended communities, the impact on Town finances and infrastructure, and the 
potential changes in those factors over time. 

The development goals and objectives stated in this report are derived from a variety of sources, 
including the mandate established by the Arlington Board of Selectmen at the time the Town voted 
for a debt exclusion to acquire the site, and priorities established by the Symmes Advisory 
Committee (SAC) as a result of a two-year community planning process. 

Arlington Board of Selectmen’s Mandate for Development 

The Board of Selectmen in their Official Policy Statement regarding a debt exclusion vote to acquire 
the Symmes property set forth a series of commitments related to the overall goal of the Town to 
control development on the site. The mandate was developed to ensure that redevelopment of the 
site would benefit the entire Town. The goals were intended to provide a framework for the Town’s 
long-term needs and planning objectives. Please refer to Appendix A for the full policy statement, 
the five commitments of which can be summarized as follows: 

o To ensure a mixed-use redevelopment with affordable housing 
o To ensure that redevelopment is at least self-supporting 
o To maintain the proportion of open space on the site 
o To promote expanded health care services 
o To ensure an open planning process 

Symmes Advisory Committee: Process and Findings 

Process 

The Symmes Advisory Committee (SAC) was created by Town Meeting to assist the Board of 
Selectmen and the Arlington Redevelopment Board in determining the appropriate uses for the site 
and to report its recommendations to Town Meeting. The SAC is composed of 13 individuals 
representing various boards, committees and interest groups in Arlington. The SAC organized a 
series of Working Groups to explore options for various types of land uses on the site and to assist 
it in its work. The four use-related Working Groups are Public Use, Medical Use, Residential Use 
and Commercial Use, and include membership from the SAC, residents of the surrounding 
neighborhoods, and other interested citizens. Other Working Groups were formed to evaluate the 
financial viability of proposed redevelopment plans, and to coordinate community outreach and 
communications of SAC activities. 

In June, 2002, the SAC hired a consultant team headed up by Vanasse Hangen Brusthn, Inc. to 
provide professional planning, design and engineering services to the Town. Over the past ten 
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months, the VHB team has conducted detailed site assessments related to buildings, environmental 
conditions, open space, utilities/infrastructure, traffic, and urban design issues; conducted a 
comprehensive market study of the residential, commercial and health care market from a local and 
regional perspective; and developed and tested a series of alternative reuse scenarios from both a 
financial and physical impact perspective. 

The SAC with the assistance of VHB has engaged the community at many levels with extensive 
outreach efforts to gather, analyze and disseminate information about the project. With the 
involvement of scores of volunteers, each of the Use Working Groups has investigated various 
proposals, desires and constraints and developed priorities for consideration. (See detailed reports 
by the Working Groups in Appendix B.) 

Through this process the SAC has gathered information about the site, market conditions, and our 
community’s needs and desires. Our objective has been to determine a realistic range of possibilities 
in which the constraints, aspirations and potential of these factors can be made to coincide. We 
have developed a range of prototype redevelopment alternatives by exploring the tradeoffs among 
types and intensity of development, and repeatedly evaluating and refining those alternatives. We 
have tested them against our financial constraints; tested them for their capacity to address 
community needs; and tested them against the mandate of the Selectmen. 

From this process have emerged three conceptual alternatives that illustrate a range of possibilities, 
each of which is financially viable. These are not designs of what will be, but scenarios that have 
allowed us to learn about community impact and costs of redevelopment, while pushing to 
determine the lowest feasible intensity of development that can be expected to accomplish major 
goals. 

The primary outcome of our process is the articulation of redevelopment parameters for the site. A 
realistic set of controls and restrictions can harness the creativity of the development community to 
our benefit, by defining the Town’s requirements and engaging developers in competition to 
propose solutions that fit those requirements. 


Summary of Findings 

With respect to the Board of Selectmen’s objectives, we can summarize our findings as follows: 
Mixed Use Development 

The strongest market in Arlington is for residential development and the site can support a mix of 
affordable, market rate, luxury and senior housing units. The characteristics of the site, including its 
views, ready access to Massachusetts Avenue, and the nature of the surrounding neighborhoods, 
enhance the site’s appeal for residential use. A 30% affordable housing component is a valid and 
realizable goal; half of that number can be achieved without external funding, and the remainder will 
require creative and cooperative use of available subsidies. The current market for commercial 
development is depressed, and the site itself is less than optimal for intensive commercial use. 
Commercial use also generates the greatest traffic and parking impacts, making it difficult to achieve 
financial balance without high environmental costs. The current medical and health care services 
provided by Lahey and Healthsouth should be accommodated. Market research indicates that any 
additional health care services at Symmes should be focused on preventive care and wellness. 
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Financially Self-Supporting 

A comprehensive financial model was developed to gauge the feasibility of various levels, types and 
approaches to development and their effect on Town finances. The model shows that the clearest 
and lowest-risk path to achieve a self-supporting project is a 'Tand-off ’ model in which the Town 
sells or ground-leases the property under tight controls on its use and reuse. The model further 
demonstrates that to be self-supporting, total development in the range of 400,000 SF will be 
necessary. A financial reserve should be maintained and has been accommodated in the model. 
Reuse of some or all of the buildings on the site remains an option, and is a decision that should be 
driven solely by the resulting economics for the benefit of the Town. 

Open Space Preservation 

Fifty percent of the site can be protected as public open space to maintain habitat, to provide 
buffering and for passive public use, with improvements to provide a prominent area for community 
interaction. This is compatible with development on the scale necessary to be financially viable. 

The community planning process also identified other desirable public uses for the site and 
determined that some public amenities may be synergistic with health care services and can be 
accommodated in concert with them. 

Expanded Health Care Services 

As health care and health insurance costs continue to rise dramatically, health care delivery systems 
are in crisis and consolidation of providers continues to increase. Acute care hospital-based medical 
services, including emergency services, are not feasible now or in the foreseeable future at the 
Symmes site. An independent consultant’s analysis has determined that Arlington’s decreasing 
population is well-served by local doctors and nearby hospitals. Expanded health care services at 
the site should focus on preventive care and wellness. The site can maintain the existing level of 
health services; additional medical services, including a wellness and fitness component, should be 
promoted within a mixed-use development. 

Planning Process 

The planning process for the Symmes project entailed extensive community outreach that included a 
town-wide survey. Vision 2020 data, over 100 meetings of SAC, its volunteer Working Groups and 
the ARB, four public workshops attended by over 600 attendees, a developers roundtable to solicit 
input from private developers, reports to town meeting, and implementation of an interactive 
project website to communicate information about the project. The process has resulted in the 
development of a series of parameters to govern future development. It has been especially 
important in highlighting the need to respect, relate to and minimize impacts on the surrounding 
residential neighborhoods, and to ensure environmentally responsible and sensitive development. 
The SAC recommends that an open, transparent and inclusive planning process continue to be 
supported through disposition and project execution. 
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Performance Standards, Guidelines and Controls 


The following standards, guidelines and controls are recommended by the SAC to ensure that 
redevelopment of the Symmes property is consistent with the goals of the community. The 
elements have been organized into two categories, ‘"Requirements” and “Preferences.” 

Requirements are defined as those elements that are of ultimate importance to the SAC and must be 
adhered to within any development proposal. Preferences are defined as those elements that the 
SAC has identified as being significant goals for redevelopment of the site and would be favored 
within development proposals, additional elements may be desireable and of benefit to the project 
and the community. Respondents should carefully review the reports of the SAC Working Groups 
to gain additional insight into community desires. 


The following sections outline the performance standards, guidelines and controls for the site 
according to five areas: Parcel Distribution; Land Use and Program; Building Heights and Setbacks; 
Open Space; Traffic, Access and Parking; Construction; and. Financial. 


Parcel Disposition 

Previous planning work identified four “development zones” for the site, as shown in Appendix C. 

The development zones include “The Top,” “The Overlook,” “The Ridge,” and “Summer Street.” 

1. REQUIREMENT: The site shall be planned in its entirety. Disposition may be as a single parcel 
or as separate parcels as the Arlington Redevelopment Board (ARB) finds most effective, 
provided that the ARB publicizes in advance Neighborhood Protection Plans and tenant 
retention programs that are integrated with the choice of single or multiple developers. 

2. REQUIREMENT: Development parcels may be ground leased or sold outright subject to 
permanent use restrictions. 

3. REQUIREMENT: Public open space areas must be permanently protected for their prescribed 
purpose as outlined in later sections of this document. 


Land Use and Program 

Prototypical site use recommendations are set forth as three Conceptual Alternatives presented and 
endorsed by the SAC to be used as the basis for establishing zoning and land use restrictions, and 
other urban renewal plan constraints on the site. For purposes of this report these plans are 
identified as Conceptual Alternative 1 — Mixed Income Housing, Conceptual Alternative 2 — 
Commercial/Medical Development, and Conceptual Alternative 3 — Infrastructure Cost Savings. 
See Appendix D. 

1. REQUIREMENT: The project must be a mixed-use development. Preference wH be given to 
proposals that most successfully integrate medical, commercial and public uses with residential 
development. 
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2. REQUIREMENT: Preliminary master planning indicates that a development range of 370,000 
to 410,000 SF can achieve the Development Goals and Objectives set forth above. The 410,000 
SF shah be considered the upper acceptable Limit. 

3. PREFERENCE: Preference shall be given to proposals that result in a lower intensity of 
development than that set forth in the three Conceptual Alternatives. 

4. PREFERENCE: A 30% affordable housing component is a vaUd and realizable goal of the 
project, and proposals that provide that amount shall be preferred. The use of available subsidy 
programs is encouraged to materially increase the amount of affordable housing beyond the 15 
percent currently required in the Town’s Zoning Bylaw. The Town will work with proponents 
to direct those dedicated sources of affordable housing funding that are under Town control 
toward the project at appropriate levels to aid in the achievabiUty of this goal. [See Appendix E.] 
The affordable housing should predominately be targeted to families earning less than 80% of 
median income, but a portion of the housing should be targeted to families earning between 80- 
120% of median income with the specific objective of meeting the needs of existing Arlington 
residents and Town of Arlington employees. The housing should consist of a mix of rental and 
homeownership opportunities, be protected long-term, and be dispersed throughout the 
development. 

5. PREFERENCE: Municipal agencies and not-for-profit institutions of the Town of Arlington 
can provide resources and offer assistance in achieving stated goals and objectives related to 
affordable housing and other community needs, and are potential partners in development. See 
Appendix F. Proponents are encouraged to explore these resources. 

6. PREFERENCE: Preference shall be given to proposals that provide additional public amenities 
on- or off-site, provided that they fulfill the desired objectives described herein. 

7. REQUIREMENT: Provision of facilities to house the medical services existing on the site at the 
time redevelopment is being considered is required. Proponents must negotiate in good faith 
with then-existing medical providers to retain their presence either on the site or within the 
community. A transition program must be developed to maintain the existing level of medical 
services available to the community at aU times during the redevelopment process. 

8. PREFERENCE: Expansion of medical or healthcare uses on-site is highly desired. It is 
recommended that a Medical Wellness Center use prototype, consisting of medical office, 
wellness and fitness services, be considered. Previous planning proposed a Wellness Center of 
approximately 65,000 square feet. The health care/medical space shall be prototyped as 
commercial market rate space. The fitness activity space shall be prototyped at commercial 
market rates, although its funding may be derived from either for-profit or not-for-profit 
organizations under future plans developed by the Arlington Redevelopment Board. A 
preferred component of the fitness activity portion of this complex is an affordable community 
aquatics facility. If funding for the fitness activity component is not timely available, then the 
prototype may be considered as expanded health care medical space to the extent that there is 
identifiable economic demand. 
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9. PREFERENCE: In the event that for any reason it proves infeasible to develop a significant 
medical component on the site, then subject to financial, parking and traffic considerations a 
preferred alternative would be an integrated ''Community Center” to be prototyped at 
commercial market rates. (See Report of Pubhc Use Working Group, Appendix G). 

10. PREFERENCE: While the Conceptual Alternatives provide prototypical uses to assist in the 
redevelopment of the site, solicitation of development proposals for the site should allow for the 
creative and economic reuse of the existing hospital buildings provided they fall within the 
development programs, environmental, traffic, financial and other constraints developed in the 
SAC alternative use profiles. 


Building Heights and Setbacks 

1. REQUIREMENT: Minimum 25-to 30-foot setbacks from property lines are required for all 
buildings and parking areas on the site in accordance with Section 6 of the Zoning Bylaw [see 
Appendix} for all Zoning Bylaw references]. 

2. REQUIREMENT: The provisions of Section 6.13 of the Zoning Bylaw should be used to 
ensure a sensitive relationship between abutters and buildings constructed on this site. Creative 
and innovative building design (i.e. stepped-back building massing or terracing) is encouraged to 
minimize negative impacts on adjacent properties or areas with distinctive views of the property. 

3. REQUIREMENT: Existing buildings if retained in their current form must conform to Section 
9 of the Zoning Bylaw; expansion of existing buildings are subject to the height and setback 
requirements as noted above. 

4. REQUIREMENT: Wooded buffer zones should be incorporated as design elements to separate 
the abutting neighborhoods from parking lots and buildings, in accordance with Sections 6.16(a) 
and (b) and Section 8.12(b)(1) and (2) of the Zoning Bylaw. 

5. PREFERENCE: Preference will be given to proposals that Umit building heights to a maximum 
of five stories or 70 feet, and it is recommended that proposals be carefully modeled and 
demonstrate minimal off-site impacts related to building heights. Following receipt of responses 
to the REP, the ARB should propose specific height regulations to Town Meeting to amend the 
Zoning Bylaw to deal with the specific rezoning of this site. 

6. PREFERENCE: Massing and heights of buildings will be evaluated with respect to their 
appearance from a distance and under the provisions of Section 11.06 of the Zoning Bylaw. 

7. REQUIREMENT: Development within "The Top” zone shah be of a scale and intensity of use 
that is compatible with adjacent properties and the surrounding neighborhood. Prospective 
developers should be aware that the neighborhood surrounding "The Top” is a relatively low 
intensity, small scale development and any proposal will be evaluated carefully on its relationship 
to the neighborhood. 
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open Space 


1. REQUIREMENT: Not less than 50 percent of the site is to be set aside as open space (defined 
as pubUcly accessible open land, steep slopes, scenic overlooks, environmentally sensitive areas, 
forest, and walking paths). 

2. REQUIREMENT: The open spaces of the site are to be established as an interconnected 
system, maximizing reuse of natural and existing woods and vegetation in a manner that is 
restored or improved as appropriate to maintain sanctuary for birds and other wildlife. Walking 
trails shall connect ah significant open space areas. 

3. PREFERENCE: Preference will be given to proposals where the proponents will be responsible 
for ongoing maintenance of public open space areas. 

4. REQUIREMENT: The open space network must include an area of substantial size for passive 
recreational use and be designed to provide maximum accessibility to the Arlington community 
as a whole. 

5. REQUIREMENT: A Scenic Vista Park of not less than one acre is required, located such that it 
takes maximum advantage of the site’s dramatic views of the Boston Basin for the benefit of the 
public. Design guidelines for the Scenic Vista Park are provided in Appendix H. 


Traffic, Access and Parking 

1. REQUIREMENT : A comprehensive traffic impact study will be required for any proposed 
development, and proponents will be required to complete identified mitigation measures. 

2. REQUIREMENT : Development shah be limited to the total number of peak-hour vehicle trips 
that were generated when the hospital was in full operation (estimated to be 375 vehicles during 
the evening peak hour as noted in Appendix I). 

3. REQUIREMENT: Primary access to the site shah be from Summer Street. 

4. REQUIREMENT: Truck access shall be limited to the Summer Street entrance. 

5. REQUIREMENT: Woodside Lane shall remain a low-volume local roadway. No proposal 
should suggest that more than 10 percent of non-residential peak-hour site traffic would utilize 
Woodside Lane. Proposals suggesting programs to minimize use of Woodside Lane, including 
the installation of a traffic monitoring program, are encouraged. 

6. PREFERENCE: Redesign or relocation of the intersection of Hospital Road and Summer Street 
is preferred in order to enhance the operational efficiency of the intersection. 

7. REQUIREMENT: Traffic mitigation measures should take into consideration the intersections 
of Summer Street with Oak HiU Drive, Grove Street, Hospital Road and Brattle Street/Hemlock 
Street. 


Voted 15 Apr 03 


8 














8. REQUIREMENT: AU parking shall be provided on-site. 

9. PREFERENCE: Shared parking among on-site uses is encouraged as long as ah parking can be 
accommodated on-site during peak-hours without spillover to facilities off-site. 

10. REQUIREMENT: An on-site pedestrian network is required, with connections to pubUc points 
of access. Sidewalks along the Summer Street frontage are required. 

11. PREFERENCE: Off-site improvements that provide pedestrian connections to schools and the 
Minuteman Bikeway are encouraged. 

12. REQUIREMENT: Public transportation to the site shall be accommodated and promoted. The 
proponents shall work with the MBTA to designate appropriate locations for bus stops to 
service the site. 


Construction 

1. REQUIREMENT: A Neighborhood Protection Plan must be provided and publicly reviewed to 
ensure minimal impacts to adjacent neighborhoods occur during construction, including 
blasting, building demolition, hours of construction, designated truck routes, etc. 

2. PREFERENCE: Preference will be given to proposals that indicate a commitment to 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification as defined by the United 
States Green Building Council. 


Financial 

Because the project is operated by the Arlington Redevelopment Board as an Urban Renewal Plan 
under Chapter 121B, all operating expenses, capital expenses, debt service and revenue are treated as 
an enterprise, and as such the current debt service on Bond Anticipation Notes is being funded by 
the enterprise. The project has therefore had no effect on the tax levy to date. 

Arlington citizens voted to exclude the debt financing of the Symmes Campus purchase from the 
limitations of Proposition 2y2 in March 2001. Since then, the country has suffered the trauma of 
9/11, the economy has entered into a recession, particularly severe in New England and state 
governments across the country, and especially Massachusetts have incurred large budget deficits. 
Large state budget deficits resulting in diminished local aid, fiat or reduced local receipts and 
extraordinarily low interest rates have caused a severe financial crisis in Arlington. This crisis was 
not widely foreseen at the time of the Symmes Campus Debt Exclusion vote or subsequent 
purchase. The current financial crisis, expected to last three to five years or more, will inevitably 
cause severe service reductions for the citizens of the Town or a substantially higher tax burden, or 
both. Given this situation the Committee has adopted guidelines that minimize the financial risk and 
cost to the Town of proposed alternatives while stiU meeting the policies of the Board of Selectmen 
as presented to the voters. 


Voted 15 Apr 03 


9 









Recommendation: Decision Modeling 

The financial model developed by VHB be the principal tool for all evaluations of criteria related to 
or needed for financial decisions. [See example, Appendix K.] 

Requirement: Risk Reduction 

In any course of action of the ARB, except in cases of extreme fiscal emergency the cumulative cash 
balance versus time may not be lower than the Buffer Reserve ''BR” or three year’s debt service 
whichever is higher until the Urban Renewal Plan is closed and debt is paid. During the construction 
and redevelopment phase of the Urban Renewal Plan, the BR value shall be $1.5 million. After the 
construction and redevelopment phase but during the first ten years of the project the value BR shall 
be $1 million. After the first ten years the value of BR shah be $500,000. 

Requirement: Absorption Limitation 

The project shah include as the minimum number of affordable housing units the higher of either 20 
units or 15% of the total number of units in the manner described by the Town by-law. The number 
of affordable housing units may be increased to a maximum of 30% of the total units on the site so 
long as no additional local tax levy is required. Any pubUc use facilities including basic parkland 
required as part of site improvement shah be developed and operated on a self-supporting basis, and 
any such project development shall pay land transactions at market rate. 

Requirement: Operating Limitation 

The ARB shall develop no building or structure within the project if the operation and maintenance 
of such requires a tax-levy based subsidy from the Town either within or outside of the Limits of 
Proposition 2y2. 

Requirement: Borrowing 

The Town has obtained all the borrowing authority needed to develop the site to the limit of the 
March 2001 referendum. The debt excluded borrowing Limit is $14 million. Any additional excluded 
borrowing requires a new vote of the citizens. Any borrowing required and not excluded through an 
Additional referendum shall be funded through the non-exempt Town budget. 

Recommendation: Project Management 

The Symmes Advisory Committee, after due consideration, recommends that the ARB, under the 
authority of Section 121B is the appropriate body to insure the long-term development, 
management and disposition of the Symmes Campus. 

Requirement: Aggregation of Costs and Income 

Upon the awarding of any development contract, the Arlington Redevelopment Board shall request 
that Town Meeting take all appropriate and reasonable steps, including the filing of Home Rule 
legislation, to enable the Town to aggregate cost and expenses and income of the Symmes Project in 
the following manner with funds to be distributed by the Town Manager upon the recommendation 
of the Treasurer and approval of the Board of Selectmen: 

a) All land sale or ground lease revenues are first applied to the payment of project costs 
including operation and maintenance costs, planning and development costs and current 
debt service. 
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b) All rental or lease income from facilities, structures, equipment, material or land owned 
by the Town is first applied to the payment of project costs including operation and 
maintenance costs, planning and development costs and current debt service. 

c) All income and fees for any services provided by the Town at, on or near the site as a 
result of the Town owning the site shall first be applied to the payment of project costs 
including operation and maintenance costs, planning and development costs and current 
debt service. 

d) All other site related income including taxes and payments in-lieu-of-taxes of any kind 
shall first be applied to the payment of project costs including operation and 
maintenance costs, planning and development costs and current debt service. 

e) From time-to-time, upon the accumulation of sufficient surpluses from the various 
incomes of the project, the Town may, upon the determination of the ARB, make 
payments to reduce the principal of outstanding debt. 

() All income to the project, whether fees, taxes, borrowings, or other income of any kind 
shall be deposited in a project revolving fund. After application of the available funds to 
the purposes described in this memo above and upon the completion of the 
development of the Symmes Campus, the remainder shall be applied to a '‘Buffer 
Reserve” as otherwise described herein. 

g) Any funds in excess of the Buffer Reserve shall first be applied to reduce the tax rate of 
Arlington taxpayers so as to offset any remaining cumulative tax levy applied as a result 
of the Symmes project and not previously offset, and then shall be returned to the 
general fund each year. 
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Actions and Process 


Redevelopment of the Symmes Campus will be principally governed (1) by the Symmes Arlington 
Urban Renewal Plan adopted by an earlier Town Meeting and as may be modified by this Special 
Town Meeting; (2) by guidelines and standards adopted by Town Meeting as a result of the work of 
the Symmes Advisory Committee; and (3) by the Zoning Bylaw of the Town of Arlington. 

We recommend that the current Special Town Meeting accept this report of the SAC, endorse and 
adopt the guidelines and restrictions contained herein, and thereby provide guidance and direction 
to the Arlington Redevelopment Board in its execution of the Urban Renewal Plan. We further 
recommend that this Town Meeting amend the Urban Renewal Plan as recommended by the ARB 
to reflect the results of the SAC planning process. 

The ARB, acting under the Urban Renewal Plan, will prepare and disseminate a public Request For 
Proposal (RFP) to developers to elicit redevelopment proposals for all or portions of the site. The 
RFP will incorporate this report of the SAC in its entirety. It is expected that the RFP would be 
prepared in the summer of 2003, and submissions received and reviewed in the winter of 2003/04, 
with development contracts awarded to selected developer(s) in spring of 2004. The receipt and 
review of proposals is a pubUc process and will include the opportunity for pubUc comment. 
Selection of one or more proposals for final consideration will entail a full pubkc Environmental 
Design Review process. 

Upon due consideration, we recommend that Town Meeting adopt no changes to the Zoning Bylaw 
to accommodate redevelopment at the site until such time as the selection of proposals and 
developer(s) has occurred. In this manner the necessary revisions to zoning can most precisely be 
tailored to the Town’s desired outcome, maximizing control and protection of the site and providing 
Town Meeting the opportunity for final review. 

The charter of the Symmes Advisory Committee extends only to making recommendations to this 
Town Meeting. We recommend that the Committee remain a committee of Town Meeting, to 
reconvene at the call of the SAC Chair to comment and report to Town Meeting on the developer 
selection process, design review, proposed zoning modifications and changes to the Urban Renewal 
Plan. 


Respectfully submitted, 

The Symmes Advisory Committee 
April 2003 
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Appendices 


A. Board of Selectmen’s Official Policy Statement 

B. Various reports of Symmes Advisory Committee Use Working Groups 

i) Residential Use (RES) 

ii) Commercial Use (COM) 

iii) Medical Use (MED) 

iv) Public Use (PUB) [see also Appendix G and H] 

C. Development Zones map 

D. Conceptual Alternatives drawings 1-3 

E. Town of Arlington Housing Director memo regarding affordable housing subsidies 

F. Proposals and correspondence, Town of Arlington municipal and not-for-profit agencies 

i) Housing Corporation of Arlington 

ii) Arlington Housing Authority 

iii) Arlington Cemetery Commission 

G. Public Use Working Group report 11 Nov 2002, Community Center model 

H. Public Use Working Group report 6 Mar 2003, Scenic Vista Park guidelines 

I. VHB Transportation assessment memo 17 Apr 03 

J. Town of Arlington Zoning Bylaw, Sections 6, 8, 9, 11 

K. Financial modeling example 
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Arlington Board of Selectmen 
Official Policy Statement 
Symmes Property Debt Exclusion 


The goa! of the Town in acquiring the Symmes property is to control development of the site to the benefit 
of the entire Town, reflecting its long-term needs and planning objectives. 

Without Town control, this site will inevitably be developed in a manner driven by market forces rather 
than guided by our community’s best interest. Significant loss of open space would be likely; increased traffic and 
other adverse environmental effects could be felt well beyond the surrounding neighborhoods; a severe burden 
would be placed on Town budgets. Finally, the potential for maintaining and nurturing a health care presence at 
Symmes would be eliminated. 

With Town ownership of the Symmes campuSi the Town can control the destiny of the site. Preliminary 
studies show that the Town can benefit financially, as well as being able to ensure responsible and sensitive 
development. We ask the residents of Arlington to join us in making the following commitments to this project: 

* The Town commits to a balanced mixed-use redevelopment of predominately general office and some 
medical usfes, with a limited residential component that includes affordable housing. 

* The Town commits to a redevelopment that is at least self-supporting, generating income (after a 
three to four year startup period) sufficient to offset the costs of acquisition, renovation and maintenance. We will 
apply all net income to reduce and eventually eliminate the added tax burden authorized by the debt exclusion. 

Any income available after satisfying this commitment will be available at the discretion of Town Meeting to help 
fund Town services. 

* The Town commits to maintaining the parcel’s present proportion of open space, and to increasing its 
density of development only to gain limited affordable housing. 

* The Town commits to promoting expanded health care services on the site. With Lahey Clinic 
expecting to remain as a tenant, we will seek the recommendations of Arlington medical professionals and work 
with area health care institutions to promote additional outpatient services and other medical services. 

* The Town commits to an open planning process in which citizens and neighbors can participate in a 
visioning process, working with the Arlington Redevelopment Board (as the statutory "owner" of the parcel), the 
Town’s Planning Department, and real estate management consultants to develop a final plan to be recommended 
to Town Meeting in Spring of 2002. 

The present owners of the Symmes campus have indicated that they prefer to sell to the Town, but intend to 
sell pnvately if the Town does not act. We will have only one chance to gain public control of this cntical parcel. 
If we acquire the property. Town Meeting - should it later determine that public ownership was not in the Tow n 's 
best interest - could make the choice to resell it. If we let the initial opportunity pass, however, it will be gone 
forever. We urge the Town to take action. 


{Unanimously adopted by the Arlington Board of Selectmen, March 12, 2001) 
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Memorandum 

To: Symmes Advisory Committee and VHB Consultants 
From: Marc Dohan for the Residential Working Group 
Date: July 2, 2002 

Attached please find the culmination of months of work by the Residential Working 
Group: A set of principles to guide the residential development at the Symmes site. 
This document is meant to provide guidance to the Symmes Advisory Committee, 
VHB and its consultants, the Arlington Redevelopment Board, and other town 
officials, employees and consultants regarding the residential development that will 
take place on the Symmes site. The principles are not listed in any order of priority. 

The Residential Working Group has had strong attendance from architects, affordable 
housing advocates and developers, neighborhood residents and abutters. The 
Residential Working Group has not been a forum for advocates of any one particular 
type of housing; rather it has been a place where these diverse groups have come 
together in an effort to find common ground on the type of housing that Arlington 
residents would like to see developed at the Symmes site. In the words of one of our 
members, the group has focused on quality of life issues for the current neighborhood 
and for the future residents of the site. 

Below are the answers to the more specific questions posed by Charlie Foskett. 

1. Summary of interest and activities. The group, which has numbered as many as 
twenty at times, is made up primarily of two constituencies: neighbors to the site 
and advocates for affordable housing. Each of these groups brings their own 
varied interests to the residential working group. 

2. Statement of policy, objectives and goals. See attached "Guiding Principles for 
Residential Development." 

3. Problem areas. With such a diverse group, there are a myriad of potential 
problem areas. The residential working group has chosen to focus on the areas 
where there is agreement rather than the areas where there is disagreement. 

4. Two areas where we could use VHB Assistance. 

a. The residential working group's role in the context of the larger 
development. Many of the housing decisions can only be made in the 
context of a larger picture, and at times a discussion related to just 
housing feels too limited. Also, what will take place at the charettes vs. 
the working group meetings. 

b. Feasibility analysis. The group needs more information to determine 
where and how much housing could/should be built given the site and 
design and financial considerations. 


B -1 (RES) 


Appendix to SAC Recommendations May 5, 2003 


B -1 (RES) 


Symmes Residential Working Group 
Guiding Principles for Residential Development 

1. Open Process : The residential working group is committed to an open process 
that gathers data from all stakeholders, including, but not limited to the following 
groups: neighborhood residents, immediate abutters, school planners, affordable 
housing advocates, Arlington renters, Arlington Chamber of Commerce and other 
business interests and the Council on Aging. All participants in the process 
should be committed to openly sharing ideas and listening to the ideas that others 
present in an effort to guide the development process. 

2. Integrated Planning : The residential development should be carefully integrated 
with the other uses on the site, with the surrounding neighborhood, and with the 
Town as a whole. See principle number three. 

3. Neighborhood Impact : The housing should be physically integrated with the 
existing neighborhood in design, scale and density. Any development should: 

a. Be sensitive to the impact of traffic through the neighborhood, especially 
on any private ways, and should direct the primary traffic flow to and from 
Summer Street. Care should be given to prevent cut-through and 
commercial traffic through the neighborhood. 

b. Provide adequate parking on the site to accommodate residents and guests. 

c. Have minimal or neutral impact on shadows and views from the 
neighborhood. 

4. Appearance and Design : The development should improve the architectural 
appearance of the site as viewed from other points in Arlington. Design 
considerations and financial feasibility should determine whether or not the 
existing buildings are reused. The housing should be developed in an 
environmentally sensitive fashion. 

5. Housing Types : The housing ideally should contain a mixture of ownership and 
rental opportunities. The Town might consider exploring whether a special or 
alternative type of housing is appropriate for the site. 

6. Affordability : The development should contain housing that is affordable to 
different income tiers, including households earning up to 80% of median income 
($58,300 for a four person household), households earning up to 120% of median 
income ($89,040 for a four person household) and market rate units. Due to the 
prevalent mismatch between the income of Arlington residents and current market 
rate housing prices, a sizeable percentage of the housing constructed should be 
affordable to households earning less than 80% and 120% of median income. 

7. Maximize benefits to Arlington Residents : The development should meet the 
housing needs of Arlington residents and employees. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 


Symmes Advisory Committee, Arlington Redevelopment Board, VHB 

Symmes Residential Working Group 

1/2/03 


The Symmes Residential Working Group met on 12/17/02 to review the latest plans 
for Symmes. There were 10 people attending the meeting, representing both the 
neighbors and affordable housing advocates. Following are our comments and priorities. 

1. Family housing first. It is our highest priority to see mixed income family 
housing at Symmes. We do not oppose luxury housing, retirement housing, or 
elderly public housing, so long as the plan includes a minimum of 50 to 75 units 
of mixed income family housing. Family housing, by definition, has 2 or more 
bedrooms. 

2. Affordability. We liked the high percentage of affordability (35% to 40%) of the 
“mixed income” housing. We also would like to see some affordability in 
whatever other forms of housing are built, including assisted living, retirement, or 
other elderly housing, but excluding luxury housing. Overall we would like to see 
25% of all residential units on the site affordable. Of those affordable units, there 
can be a segment (10%) that are affordable to a middle income household, that 
could sell in the $200,000 to $250,000 range. (Moderate income prices should be 
around $150,000, and low income closer to $100,000). 

3. Scale and design. The committee favors the plan with open space at the top 
(Alternative 3), and would also support a small amount of residential development 
abutting the neighborhood at the top, of a density, scale, and design not 
conflicting with that of the neighborhood. At first glance, we do not object to 
putting family housing along Summer Street. 

4. Down the line. At the point where an rfp is developed for the residential 
development, we request that extra credit be give to a developer with affordable 
housing experience. Further, we would like the rfp to reflect the availability of 
subsidy funds to any developer who can exceed the minimum affordability 
requirements, as well as extra credit for additional affordability. 
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Symmes Advisory Committee 
Commercial Use Working group 
Symmes usage priorities 

October 28, 2002 


Along with residential uses, commercial uses are the likely candidate for providing 
the economic engine that drives the successful redevelopment and reuse of the site. 
Over the last two years an economic recession in the national economy, deflation of 
the “internet bubble”, and broad ranging overcapacity in the telecom sector have all 
had a negative impact on Massachusetts business environment and the commercial 
real estate market in particular. In addition the 9/11/2001 attack on the world trade 
center has introduced a degree of uncertainty to the property investment environment. 

The Commercial Use Working Group has reviewed the following potential 
development options as priorities: 

• General Office 

• Research and Development 

• Biotech 

• Restaurant 

• Institutional 

General office use is an extension of or complementary to potential medical offices, 
and the site could be attractive as a HQ or regional center for corporate activities. 
Research and Development use has always been in high demand in eastern 
Massachusetts, but the currently high commercial vacancy rates (as much as 15 
million to 45 million sq feet may be on or coming on the market) undermine the 
attractiveness of this development channel. Biotech research and office space is still 
in high demand in Boston, Cambridge and the adjacent suburbs. While this is a very 
attractive and high-value use, the relatively high build-out costs suggest the need for 
identified tenants prior to development. Restaurant or other similar hospitality 
applications can benefit from the location and views, but limited highway access may 
militate against this use. Finally, the campus configuration of the site may lend itself 
to development by educational or research institutions that demand campuses for a 
satisfactory operational milieu. 
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Proposal for Health Care at Symmes, v. 3.2 

2/02/2003 


1. Background 

On March 31, 2001 the voters of Arlington approved by an overwhelming majority a 
proposal to acquire the Symmes Hospital property. At that time one of the Selectmen's 
objectives was to “encourage additional medical use.” A survey mailed to every 
Arlington household one year ago overwhelmingly showed healthcare use to be the most 
desired use of the property. The Symmes Advisory Committee asked the Medical Use 
Working Group to create a Vision Statement. The Medical Use Working Group’s 
statement of September 25, 2002, states that our "mission is to preserve and expand 
primary care (and specialty medical services) and related professional and ancillary 
services” and “to encourage healthcare ventures that will take advantage of the Symmes 
site’s convenient location and well-maintained, robust physical plant. The following is 
a proposal to provide healthcare services using currently available facilities. If other 
location(s) for these services on the Symmes property would, at a later date, better serve 
the community, such an option might be feasible as well. 

Current Healthcare Tenants 

• The East building is already fully utilized by Lahey Arlington. Lahey put about 1 
million dollars into renovations in the East building in 1996. This building, a total of 
31,407 square feet, is entirely rented by Lahey Arlington. Lahey also rents an 
additional 5,317 square feet in other buildings. 

• An orthopedist, a pulmonologist, and two otolaryngologists (not associated with 
Lahey Clinic) rent approximately 2,000 square feet at Symmes. 

• An acupuncturist leases space at Symmes in the Lahey area 

• New England Rehabilitation Hospital (Health South) presently rents 3,000 square 
feet of space in Symmes North Building for rehabilitation services. They are about to 
be relocated to 1,700 square feet in the South Building. 

• The North Building is only 19 years old and has superb infrastructure for healthcare 
uses. The building, or parts of it, could be converted to the following proposed uses 
at modest cost. 

• We recommend that the East and North buildings he used to provide these 
services in the near future. 

• We recommend that all buildings be evaluated by a real estate company that 
specializes in healthcare and that this company be engaged to market these 
buildings to healthcare providers. 

• We recommend that one of the options provided to developers includes leaving 
the 4 existing buildings intact. 

2. Proposed Further Healthcare Tenants at Symmes: 

Many providers have expressed interest in occupying space at Symmes. The following 
have consistently expressed interest: 
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• Visiting Nurses and Community Health (the predominant provider of visiting 
nurse services in Arlington) is presently located in East Arlington with 9,000 
square feet. They are interested in coming to Symmes where they could add a 
wound care clinic and run screening clinics. They are interested in leasing 

10,000 square feet. 

• {Arms Around Arlington (Cancer Support for Adults)}. 

{Children’s Room (Cancer Support for Children)} (1000 square feet) 

• Boston Herb Institute in Lexington (Alternative Medicine group practice in 
Lexington) (3,000 square feet) 

• Arlington Board of Health (1,000 square feet) 

3. Wellness Center 

Wellness programs have repeatedly been shown to be of great value in improving health 
and reducing health care costs for the participants and their insurers. It would be ideal to 
have a Wellness Center (6,000 square feet) adjacent to the other health care services 
presently at Symmes. Health South already sponsors two Wellness Centers in 
Massachusetts and has expressed interest in establishing one at Symmes. The head of 
Geriatric Medicine at Lahey, Dr. Robert J. Schreiber, has offered his advice and guidance 
for the elderly wellness component. A well done senior wellness program, which 
includes self disease management courses, could attract great attention, the likelihood of 
federal and foundation funding, and be the national model for the East. Dr. Schreiber 
would be interested in assisting with this program. The working group believes that the 
Wellness Center would be an asset to the community and would add to the value of the 
Symmes property as a whole. (See Appendix A2) 

4. Funding: 

• The proposed demolition of the four Symmes Hospital buildings is estimated at 2.8 
million dollars. If the North and East buildings remain, a savings of 1.4 million 
dollars might be realized. 

• Grant money for wellness has been supported by the Robert Wood Johnson 
Eoundation, the Boston Eoundation, and others. Wellness programs, such as those 
run by Health South, operate profitably on a fee-for -service basis. 

5. Real Estate Aspects 

• A well-integrated healthcare presence will enhance the value of the residential 
and commercial developments on the site. 

• Space currently occupied for healthcare use, as detailed in section 1, is 41,722 
square feet. 

• Likely healthcare occupants account for an additional 15,000 square feet. Thus 
the total space occupied would be 56,722 square feet. 

5.1 General Real Estate and Healthcare Real Estate Assessment 


B - 6 (MED) 


Appendix to SAC Recommendations May 5, 2003 


B - 6 (MED) 


We believe it is useful to look at the plans for maintaining and enhancing facilities 
for healthcare at Symmes in the context of prospects for the residential and commercial 
use of the site. Prediction of the short term and long term trends in real estate markets, of 
course, is limited by uncertainties. In the appendix we present data and analysis of these 
markets, nationally, regionally, and locally, from industry sources. Some salient points, 
abstracted from the appendix, are summarized below. (See Appendix Al) 

Given general economic trends, the national housing market is expected to be 
somewhat slower in 2003 than 2002 but should be the second best year for housing. In 
Greater Boston, home prices rose 19.6% in 2002. Prospective homebuyers come in two 
distinct groups: First-time homebuyers, who are looking in the lower price range in year- 
round communities, and baby boomers who are looking in the mid to higher price 
markets (and at vacation properties.) There are more buyers than sellers and the entry 
level market is in demand. Prices are out of reach for the average income. If interest rates 
remain low and the unemployment rate maintains the levels it has been at, the market 
should continue to attract asset reallocation from the stock market into residential 
housing. Demand in this region is high. New England’s mixed economy and its 
outstanding universities should continue to attract people to the area. The demand seems 
to be for low-maintenance properties with neighborhood and price leading the reasons for 
choosing certain properties. Closeness to work, friends/family, schools, recreation, 
shopping, entertainment and public transportation followed in that order. Affordability 
is the key concern in the home buying decision, based on a survey conducted by the 
National Association of Realtors. Arlington's excellent access to metropolitan Boston 
has made it a very desirable place to live. Its diverse population has demanded good 
schools and recreation facilities, which has made it attractive to families. 

With respect to healthcare real estate, widespread hospital closings across the 
Eastern Massachusetts region have created an excess of health related space. These 
buildings are generally the oldest of the stock, which have the greatest need from an 
infrastructure and code compliance standpoint. However, savvy building owners are 
repositioning these buildings in the rental market and taking advantage of some of the 
special needs of certain tenants. Hospitals have unique features, such as solid, fireproof 
construction, access to generator-backed emergency power, 24-7 operations, and 
specialty services like gasses, uninterrupted water and gas supply, specialty sewer and 
chemical traps, and high amperage electrical service. These features are important to 
tertiary care providers who provide unique outpatient care services, such as private 
MRI/CT Scan centers, outpatient dialysis units, and other specialized health services. 
Also, these spaces are of great interest to startup companies in the biotech, tissue 
culturing, research, and outsource & specialty laboratory services markets. 

Robert Carey MD, Chair, Nancy Occhialini, Christina Pagonis, Lynne Lowenstein, 

Peter Braun MD, Robert Schreiber MD, Patricia Worden PhD, 

Lauren Scotti RN, Jerome Slate MD, Greg Cavanaugh 

2/02/2003 
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Al. 


Appendix 


Real Estate: Symmes Site 

I. General (Nationwide) Residential 

Both existing and new home sales will be somewhat slower in 2003 but should be the 
second best year for housing. Final numbers for 2002 are: 5.56 million existing home 
sales and 979,000 new-home sales, up 5 and 7.7 % respectively from 2001. The 
momentum gained from low mortgage interest rates will carry strong home sales into 
2003, with a gradually improving economy offsetting modestly higher interest rates 
as the year progresses. The prediction for 2003: 5.34 million existing home sales and 
941,000 new-home sales. The 30 year fixed mortgage interest rate will gradually rise 
from 6% to 7% by the fourth quarter of 2003. 

The national median existing home price for 2002 was $158,200 - up 7% from 2001. 
The median should rise 4.7% this year as the market comes into a better balance 
between sellers and buyers, reaching $165,600. The median new-home price for 
2002 is $182,000, an increase of 3.9% from 2001. It is expected to rise 6.3% in 2003 
to a median of $193,400. 

II. General (Nationwide) Commercial 

Leasing activity is gaining momentum, setting the pace for a modest rebound in 
commercial real estate over the next two years. Thanks to economic growth, 
employment rose in most of the 54 markets tracked in the third quarter of 2002, 
fostering demand for commercial space. Spending by consumers and the federal 
government contributed to a 4% annual rate of growth. 

Commercial real estate construction is slowing but expected to remain at healthy 
levels relative to demand. The recovery in demand for commercial space should help 
pave the way for more solid gains after 2004. Keep in mind that a recovery in 
commercial real estate typically lags behind a general economic recovery so with the 
projection for healthy job creation we should see a stronger rebound in the 
commercial markets by the middle of the decade. 

III. General (Nationwide) Office 

>From the office sector, a stabilization in labor markets and growth in service-sector 
employment reversed a downward trend in leasing activity, marking the first positive 
quarter since the dot.com implosion in early 2001. At the same time, nearly 27 
million square feet of new office space came online, 10% lower than the third quarter 
of 2001. The vacancy rate rose 16.4% in the third quarter from 13.1% a year ago, 
while office rents declined an average of 8.2% from the third quarter of 2001. 
Construction totaled 24.7 million square feet during the third quarter, nearly 40% 
below a year ago. 
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With 1.7 million new office jobs projected over the next two years, vacancy rates 
should slide to 15.4% in 2003 and 13.9% in 2004. Average rents are expected to slip 
2.3% in 2003 before edging up 2.5% in 2004. 

IV. General (Nationwide) Retail 

The average retail vacancy rate climbed to 12.8% in the third quarter, up from 11.3% 
in the third quarter of 2001. Rents declined an average 1.1% from a year earlier. 
Construction starts totaled 32 million square feet the third quarter, the lowest since 
the first quarter of 1997. Net absorption in the retail sector is projected at 99.9 
million square feet for 2003, another 80.5 million expected in 2004. Delivery of new 
space is expected to total 70.7 million square feet next year and 65.7 million in 2004. 
The average vacancy rate is forecast to drop to 12.2% in 2003 and 11.8% in 2004. 
Retail rents should rise by .5% next year and 1.6% in 2004. Twenty one of the 54 
markets tracked are projected to rebound more rapidly over the next two years; 
Boston is one of those 21. 

V. General (Nationwide) Residential Rental 

In the multi-family rental sector, vacancy rates in the third quarter for apartments rose 
7%, up from 5.6% a year ago. Average rents fell 1.4% below the third quarter of 
2001. Construction starts of new apartments totaled 57,400 units the third quarter, 
down from 60,500 units a year ago. 

In the apartment rental sector, vacancy rates are expected to fall from 6.6% in 2003 to 
6.2% in 2004, with average rent expected to be flat during 2003 before rising 2.5% in 
2004. 

Twenty two of the 54 markets tracked are expected to have the most favorable 
supply/demand fundamentals over the next two years; Boston is one of those 22. 

VI. Healthcare (Nationwide) 

The market for healthcare space is difficult to quantify, as most space is specifically 
designed, built, and owned privately by a healthcare institution and is unique to their 
operations. Medical office space is only slightly less individualized, as many 
physicians are employed or contracted specifically to a hospital or healthcare group. 
Trends in health architecture show consolidation in the market as owners consolidate 
operations in an effort to make their businesses more profitable. Older 
buildings/wings are mothballed and newer buildings are being renovated/modemized. 
Space needs are unique in certain geographies, particularly in California where SB- 
1953 legislation is forcing over $2 billion in health related construction to make that 
state’s health facilities compliant to new seismic requirements. In the Midwest and 
Northeast States, older infrastructure and an overabundance of facilities is causing 
widespread hospital closings and flooding the market with inefficient buildings that 
are difficult to adapt to new uses. 
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I. The Housing Market (Regionally) 

Real Estate in Massachusetts has remained a solid investment for many people, as the 
stock market continues to rise and fall and interest rates reach an all time low. With 
the unemployment rate remaining relatively low in the Greater Boston area, many 
new and existing homebuyers are continuing to increase the demand for real estate. 
Statewide, home prices increased 17% between 2001 and 2002. In Greater Boston, 
home prices shot up 19.6%. Prospective homebuyers come in two distinct groups: 
First-time homebuyers, who are looking in the lower price range in year-round 
communities, and baby boomers who are looking in the mid to higher price markets 
(and at vacation properties.) In certain instances, you may have an overlap between 
these two demographic audiences. You may have a baby-boomer whose children are 
grown who is looking to downsize, which could play a role in driving up prices of 
small to mid sized homes. It’s a fairly stable economic environment, despite the 
budget crunch, so in the worse case, there could be a leveling off of prices and a small 
decline in the high price community. 

More people are buying rather than renting because of the historically low interest 
rates so there’s a softening in the marketplace for multifamily homes. 

The face of housing in Massachusetts is forever changing. There are more buyers than 
sellers and the entry level market is in demand. Prices are out of reach for the 
average income. 

If interest rates remain low and the unemployment rate maintains the levels it has 
been at, the market should continue to attract asset reallocation from the stock market 
into residential housing. Demand in this region is high. New England’s mixed 
economy and its outstanding universities should continue to attract people to the area. 

I. Arlington 

“Arlington's excellent access to metropolitan Boston has made it a very desirable 
place to live. Its diverse population has demanded good schools and recreation 
facilities, which has made it attractive to families. Commercial development centers 
along Massachusetts Avenue, which traverses the Mill Brook valley. Residences are 
located on the flat former agricultural land in East Arlington or on the slopes on either 
side of the east-west "Mass Ave" corridor. Townspeople have recently instituted a 
visioning process to articulate the community's goals as it continues to adapt to ever 
changing times. Population diversity, education, business, cares for the environment, 
encouragement of culture, and citizen involvement has been reaffirmed.’’ 

(From the Arlington narrative at the state website 
@ http://www.state.ma.us/dhcd/iprofile/010.pdf) 

The Arlington housing market has remained strong. Statistics below are for the last 6 
months: 

Active Listings: 
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List Price Range 

# of Listings 

Average Days on Market 

$120,000-$ 159,999 

1 

55 

$160,000-$ 199,999 

2 

36 

$200,000-$249,999 

1 

18 

$300,000-$349,999 

5 

142 

$350,000-$399,999 

8 

36 

$400,000-$449,999 

9 

32 

$450,000-$499,999 

6 

91 

$500,000-$599,999 

10 

111 

$600,000-$699,999 

7 

72 

$700,000-$799,999 

2 

36 

$800,000-$899,999 

2 

11 

$1,000,000 and over 

2 

88 


Total 

Listings 

Average 

Days on 

Market 

Median 

Price 

Average 

Price 

Highest 

Price 

Lowest 

Price 

55 

70 

$495,000 

$516,396 

$1,475,000 

$139,000 


Pending Listings; 


List Price Range 

# of Listings 

Average Days on Market 

$120,000-$ 159,999 

2 

10 

$160,000-$ 199,999 

4 

42 

$200,000-$249,000 

4 

30 

$250,000-$299,999 

6 

109 

$300,000-$349,000 

7 

37 

$350,000-$399,000 

8 

38 

$400,000-$449,000 

6 

41 

$450,000-$499,000 

4 

38 

$500,000-$599,000 

9 

91 

$600,000-$699,000 

2 

26 

$700,000-$799,000 

1 

33 

$800,000-$899,000 

3 

67 


Total 

Listings 

Average 

Days on 

Market 

Median 

Price 

Average 

Price 

Highest 

Price 

Lowest 

Price 

56 

54 

$395,000 

$417,265 

$895,000 

$139,000 


Sold Listings: 
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List Price Range 

# of Listings 

Average Days on Market 

$120,000-$ 159,999 

7 

20 

$160,000-$ 199,999 

13 

21 

$200,000-$249,000 

4 

7 

$250,000-$299,999 

8 

43 

$300,000-$349,000 

30 

20 

$350,000-$399,000 

47 

27 

$400,000-$449,000 

44 

31 

$450,000-$499,000 

33 

24 

$500,000-$599,000 

40 

30 

$600,000-$699,000 

18 

47 

$700,000-$799,000 

7 

30 

$800,000-$899,000 

3 

31 


Total 

Listings 

Average 

Days on 

Market 

Median 

Price 

Average 

Price 

Highest 

Price 

Lowest 

Price 

254 

28 

$417,500 

$428,213 

$820,000 

$133,000 


Based on up to date information, the Medical Use Group is concerned that the current 
alternatives are relying too much on high priced luxury housing. The immediate area 
does not support prices put forth by VHB. See below (as of 2/2/03) 


Single Family Active Listings 


List 

Status 

Address Price 

Rms 

Br 

Bth 

Garage 

Style 

30682867 

UAG 

30 Woodside Lane 

$265,000 

4 

2 

1/0 

0 

Ranch 

30679375 

UAG 

5 Hemlock Street 

$429,900 

7 

3 

1/1 

IDetd 

Colonial 

30657628 

UAG 

120 Woodside Lane 

$475,000 

9 

4 

3/0 

0 

Colonial 











Active Listings: 3 Average List Price: $389,966 Average Market Time: 49 Days 


Single Family Off Market Listings 


List Sta Address _ Sale Price DOM OMD R Bd Style 


30573991 

SLD 

26 Woodside Lane 

$255,000 

13 

2/4/02 

4 

2 

Ranch 

30629994 

SLD 

50 Woodside Lane 

$275,000 

129 

12/2/02 

5 

2 

Ranch 

30645286 

SLD 

25 Hemlock Street 

$304,000 

12 

9/23/02 

7 

2 

Bungalow 

30636937 

SLD 

28 Brattle Terrace 

$325,000 

3 

8/19/02 

4 

2 

Ranch 

30583944 

SLD 

174 Brattle Street 

$332,000 

20 

3/21/02 

5 

2 

Colonial 
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30642180 

SLD 

12 Martin Street 

$365,000 

14 

9/18/02 

7 

3 

Cape 

30614343 

SLD 

30 Rockmont Road 

$367,000 

6 

6/12/02 

5 

2 

Cape 

30611942 

SLD 

2 Saratoga Road 

$465,000 

5 

6/04/02 

6 

3 

Colonial 

30652001 

SLD 

5 Hemlock Street 

$480,000 

7 

10/05/02 

6 

2 

Colonial 

30642330 

SLD 

2 Hemlock Street 

$485,000 

26 

9/30/02 

8 

3 

Colonial 

Off Market 

Listings: 10 Average List Price: $371,250 

Average Mar 

cet Time: 15 Days 


II. Healthcare (Regionally) 

Widespread hospital closings across the Eastern Massachusetts region have created an 
excess of health related space. These buildings are generally the oldest of the stock, 
which have the greatest need from an infrastructure and code compliance standpoint. 
However, savvy building owners are repositioning these buildings in the rental 
market and taking advantage of some of the special needs of certain tenants. 
Hospitals have unique features, such as solid, fireproof construction, access to 
generator-backed emergency power, 24-7 operations, and specialty services like 
gasses, uninterrupted water and gas supply, specialty sewer and chemical traps, and 
high amperage electrical service. These features are important to tertiary care 
providers who provide unique outpatient care services, such as private MRI/CT Scan 
centers, outpatient dialysis units, and other specialized health services. Also, these 
spaces are of great interest to startup companies in the biotech, tissue culturing, 
research, and outsource & specialty laboratory services markets. Space in these 
surrounding buildings in Malden and Stoneham is currently renting at $18-22 per 
square foot, with no additional charges for specialty services. 
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Important Points to Consider: 

1. We could face a critical shortage of affordable housing in this decade without 
concerted action to ensure that the supply of housing keeps up with expected 
strong demand. The real concern is not a potential real estate bubble that would 
lead to collapsing home prices - which is unlikely - but a widening gap between 
housing “haves” and “have nots” that would lead to a housing affordability 
crunch. The lack of affordable housing impacts many segments of the real 
estate market, including low income, first time buyers, minorities, seniors, 
disabled, renters, etc., as well as those who own rental properties and developers. 

2. In 2001, one-fifth of all home purchases were made by single buyers. Typically, 
they are older and are more likely to purchase smaller, less costly single-or 
multi-family homes or condominiums. The demand seems to be for low- 
maintenance properties with neighborhood and price leading the reasons form 
choosing certain properties. Closeness to work, friends/family, schools, 
recreation, shopping, entertainment and public transportation followed in that 
order. AFFORDABILITY IS THE KEY CONCERN IN THE HOME BUYING 
DECISION (based on a survey conducted by the National Association of 
Realtors). And in a recent study done for Eannie Mae, working families’ see 
affordable housing as a major challenge, on par with health care. 


Sources: 

National Association of Realtors 

Greater Boston Real Estate Board 

Greater Boston Association of Realtors 

Multiple Listing Service Property Identification Network 

www.fanniemae.com 

The Warren Group 

Massachusetts Board of Real Estate Appraisers 
www.freddiemac.com 

Chief Economist Erank Nothaft 
Boston Consumer Price Index 

Coldwell Banker Management Information Services Department 
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A2 


Chronic Disease Self-Management Program Can Help Prevent or Delay Disability 
in Patients 

Press Release Date: June 7, 2002 

The Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ) today announced research 
showing that the Chronic Disease Self-Management Program (CDSMP)—developed at 
the Stanford University Patient Education Research Center with AHRQ funding—can 
help prevent or delay disability, even in patients with heart disease, hypertension or 
arthritis. Additional AHRQ-funded research has also shown that education and lifestyle 
changes can reduce disability, control costs, and have a positive influence on the quality 
of life of elderly Americans. 

Although people tend to develop chronic conditions as they age, growing old does not 
have to mean becoming disabled. The CDSMP is a 17-hour course taught by trained lay 
people that teaches patients with chronic disease how to better manage their symptoms, 
adhere to medication regimens, and maintain functional ability. The course is held in 
community settings like senior centers, churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

Over a period of 2 years, the study revealed that participants had improvements in a 
variety of health-related conditions, including more energy and less fatigue, reduced 
health stress, and fewer visits to physicians and emergency rooms. This translated into a 
2-year savings of from $390 to $520 per patient after the cost of the CDSMP ($70 to 
$200) because participants used fewer health care services. The program has been so 
successful, it has been implemented both nationally and internationally. 

Information on the CDSMP and the results of other AHRQ-funded research on disability 
are captured in a new Agency publication titled Research in Action: Preventing Disability 
in the Elderly with Chronic Disease. This is the third in a series of Research in Action 
syntheses begun in 2001. It is available online at 

http://www.ahrq.gov/research/elderdis.htm or from the AHRQ Publications 
Clearinghouse at (800) 358-9295 or by sending an E-mail to ahrqpubs@ahrq.gov . 
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Symmes Advisory Committee 
Medical Use Working Group 
Rating of Possible Uses 

Rate the following for Need, Fit and Feasibility on a scale of 1 (lowest), 2 (neutral) or 3 (highest). 
Please refer to Bob's earlier email containing definitions for each of these criteria. 


for example: 


Health Club 

2 

2 

1 

Total 

Possible Use Total 

Need 

Fit 

Feasibility 

Visiting Nurse Center/with clinic 

18 

21 

15 

54 

Cancer Support Services Center 

20 

22 

19 

61 

Arlington Board of Health 

14 

16 

13 

43 

Doctors' offices-existing 

23 

22 

19 

64 

Doctors' offices-additional 

24 

23 

17 

64 

Full service Hospital 

15 

13 

7 35 

Emergency Room 

16 

13 

7 36 

Urgent Care Center 

20 

19 

13 52 

Surgery Center 

21 

20 

14 

55 

Endoscopy Unit 

21 

22 

17 

60 

Radiology / Imaging Services-existing 

23 

23 

19 

65 

Radiology/Imaging Services-additional 

22 

22 

13 

57 

Mental Health Counseling Services 

21 

20 

14 

55 

Complementary / Alternative Medicine 

17 

19 

14 

50 

Rehab Center-existing PT services 

22 

22 

14 

58 

Rehab Center-additional services 

19 

22 

13 

54 

Blood Drawing Station-existing 

21 

21 

15 
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57 


Laboratory Services-in addition to drawing 
station 

20 

19 

11 

50 


Drug Supply Clearinghouse/warehouse 

10 

14 

9 

33 

Cancer Treatment Center-existing 

23 

23 

19 

55 


Cancer Treatment Center-additional services 

21 

22 

13 

56 


Hospice Center-inpatient services 

23 

20 

13 

56 


Health Spa 

12 

16 

10 

38 

Drug Treatment Center 

13 

14 

9 

36 

Acute Psychiatric Services-inpatient 

14 

18 

12 

44 

Assisted Living Facility 

21 

19 

14 

54 


Nursing Home 

18 

19 

13 

50 


Alzheimers Care Center 

18 

18 

14 

50 


Adult Daycare Center 

18 

18 

15 

51 


Temporary Co-housing/Respite Care Center 

11 

22 

8 

41 


Womens Health Center 

18 

20 

16 

54 


pharmacy 

(3) 

(3) 

(3) 


dialysis unit 

(3) (3) 

(3) (3) 

(3) (3) 


Other: 
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Re: 

Date: 


To: 


From: 


Symmes Advisory Committee 
SAC Public Use Working Group 
Public Use priorities 
01 October 2002 


The highest priority public-use goal remains the protection and enhancement of the 
natural spaces of the site, as public open space and as buffer for the neighborhood. 

The incorporation of public spaces and functions into the site, and the creation of 
something truly special and unique to the Town of Arlington, is a necessary criterion of 
success for this project. We propose two outdoor enhancements that should be 
incorporated in the project; another that should be explored; and a “built” concept that 
requires and deserves serious in-depth exploration. 

Scenic Vista Park 

A public gathering place that takes best advantage of the views from the top of the hill. It 
should integrate well with and be readily accessible to any indoor public complex, to 
walking trails, and to parking. Landscaped areas should incorporate native plants and 
wildflowers, and provide benches and other areas for eating and relaxing. A simple 
observation tower or platform might be incorporated. Outdoor sculpture might include 
Dallin works, along with works chosen through a townwide competition to encourage 
local artists. 

Walking & nature trails 

All features of the site, built and natural, should be accessible by walking paths. The 
natural areas offer opportunities for controlled exploration in varying degrees of 
difficulty given the topography of the site. Trails, like the vista park, should be designed 
in response to the site and should respect the conception of the site as a whole in 
redevelopment. 

Memorial Grove/Columbarium 

The Cemetery Commission has proposed exploring creation of a memorial grove in the 
Summer Street woodlot. This naturalistic park would incorporate spaces for the 
interment of ashes and serve as a place for quiet reflection. In Arlington as everywhere 
there is a finite amount of interment space available, and in fi nite demand for it. 
Columbarium space could provide expanded capacity, and creative and sensitive 
landscape design can enhance the natural values of the site. The Cemetery Commission 
projects this proposal to bring net positive revenue to the redevelopment. On that basis, 
we endorse the concept for detailed study and planning in conjunction with the 
Commission. 

Community Center 

There is a spectrum of needs in the Town that might best be met (perhaps can only be 
met) by a multi-function community center. There are infinite variations on the theme. 
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and defining the programming and physical facility to best match the community’s needs 
is a critical part of the planning process. It would certainly include a core of multi-use 
meeting and event rooms, kitchen/catering facilities, and space for display of art and 
education exhibits. An aquatic center is a top priority, with one or more indoor pools 
offering both recreational and rehabilitation/physical therapy opportunities. Parent- 
supervised play areas (a “Tot-Stop”-like facility), an indoor track and fitness center, a 
well-equipped theater or other performance space, activities for active seniors and teens, 
all are among the many potential components that must be evaluated to form a cohesive 
concept that is both responsive to the needs of the community and sympathetic to other 
uses at the site. 

Defining the program and mission of a center is one significant step. There must also be 
an examination of a range of possible forms of financing, ownership and operation: 
public versus private, for-profit versus non-, and public/private partnerships. The 
possibility of establishing a local not-for-profit and recruiting energized board members 
to raise funding, potential involvement of other municipal agencies (Council on Aging, 
Youth Services, Rec Department), state funding sources - all of these possibilities need 
to be considered. 

Experience in other co mm unities indicates that a multi-purpose community center can be 
self-sustaining. The Symmes redevelopment may present an opportunity not available 
elsewhere in Arlington to create such a facility. Significant citizen leadership will be 
required; judging by the comments and inquiries the committee has received there are 
many residents interested in working toward this goal. We suggest that professional 
guidance will also be required to help the Town fiilly evaluate this opportunity in the 
timeframe of the Symmes planning process. 
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Weighted total | 7451 7331 6431 8791 4751 6051 7031 6621 6551 6811 59^1 6261 8661 6711 TlJl 6M 

Weighted total zero-centered | 169 | 157 | 67 | 303 | (101)| 29 | 127 | 86 | 79 | 105 | 16 | 50 | 290 | 95 | 137 | 89 
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To: Symmes Advisory Committee 

From Public Use Working Group 
Date: March 24, 2003 

Re: Summer Street woods; 

Cemetery Commission proposal, Memorial Grove use 

1. Recommendation regarding Summer Street woods 

We reiterate our earlier recommendation that the Summer Street woods be retained and 
enhanced as part of the open space network of the Symmes site. This parcel serves as a 
distinctive and welcoming green gateway to Symmes; represents the largest unfragmented 
section of open space and the only meaningful habitat on the site; and provides visual relief 
from the urban density of Summer Street. 

As the Open Space Committee observed in its comments to SAC on January 23, 2003, to 
substitute a reclaimed equivalent amount of acreage at the back of the hill would be 
expensive, require decades for new trees to mature, and provide less potential for public 
access. 

This area would benefit greatly from landscape improvements and ongoing stewardship, 
both visually and with respect to connectivity with the open space network and passive 
public use of this parcel. Such improvements could be accomplished through a linkage 
requirement with development parcels, or through the Cemetery Commission proposal that 
follows; that decision is secondary to the main objective of protection and enhancement of 
the wooded site. 


2. Recommendation regarding Memorial Grove 

The Public Use Working Group supports the concept of a memorial grove in the Symmes 
woods area as proposed by the Town of Arlington Cemetery Commission, subject to 
concerns and details that must be outlined carefully to ensure that specific conditions are 
met. Properly executed, this proposal can protect and enhance open space; add function to 
the open space; satisfy a demonstrated Town need; and lessen the financial constraints on 
the redevelopment project. 

We endorse implementation of a memorial grove which: 

• Is designed of the highest quahty as an attractive naturaUstically landscaped and 
wooded space first, and an interment area second. 

• Is executed and maintained to landscape design standards comparable to those of 
Mt. Auburn Cemetery of Cambridge. 

• Contains walking trails that are connected to other parts of the Symmes site and to 
the immediate neighborhood. 

• Is landscaped with native plant materials, including buffer plantings along neighbors’ 
boundaries and along Summer Street. 

• Contains only unobtrusive flat niches for the interment of ashes. 
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• Is based on a master plan that identifies the location of a specific number of niches 
that would be added in future years to meet demand. 

• Is implemented in a planned and phased process that rapidly accomplishes visual 
improvement of the face of the parcel and establishes walking trail connections with 
the open space network of the site. 

• Is accessible for all visitors, including the elderly or disabled. 

• Provides appropriate seating areas for rest and contemplation. 

• Enhances the natural features of the site. 

• Is not the site of memorial services (which would be conducted at Mt. Pleasant 
chapel) and does not require additional parking spaces. 

• Is managed and maintained by the Cemetery Commission, including security 
precautions to guard against vandalism or inappropriate uses. 

The Cemetery Commission’s proposal relieves the Urban Renewal Project of the costs of 
initial improvements to this parcel and ah ongoing expenses of maintenance and 
stewardship. In addition the Commission proposes to contribute $100,000. for the right to 
control the parcel. 

Subject to aU of the above, we recommend that the SAC state that a memorial grove to be 
developed by the Town of Arlington Cemetery Commission is a preferred use of this parcel. 

Background 

The idea for a memorial grove at Symmes evolved from the Cemetery Commission’s 
suggestion to the Open Space Committee about constructing a columbarium for the 
interment of ashes, as part of the initial information-gathering stage of the Symmes planning 
process more than a year ago. Early discussions focused on the construction of stone 
structures to hold cremains (columbaria), but further research and discussion led to the 
visualization of a more naturalistic garden setting that would enhance the open space, with 
the addition of small, unobtrusive niches at ground level to meet the demand for interment 
in Arlington. 

The town has a demonstrated need to build additional interment capacity to supplement Mt. 
Pleasant Cemetery over the next few decades. The Cemetery Commission’s memo of March 
6, 2003 outlines many of these considerations. The protection of at least 50 percent of the 
land at Symmes for open space means that approximately nine acres will be undeveloped, 
and cemetery space is considered an appropriate type of open space use. There are few if 
any other undeveloped sites in the Town of Arlington that could be readily adapted for such 
a use. 

Other advantages of locating a memorial grove at Symmes are that the Cemetery 
Commission will be responsible for upgrading the landscape of the designated site and will 
continue to maintain the grove indefinitely. The Commission will raise its own funds 
through the sale of niches, and local businesses will benefit indirectly from the expanded 
local interment options. 

For more information please refer to the Cemetery Commission memo of March 6, 2003 
(attached). 
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Symmes Advisory Committee 
Public Use Working Group 


MEMORANDUM 
TO: SAC 

FROM: Brian Rehrig for the PUWG 

DATE: March 6, 2003 

RE: Recommendations: Symmes Vista Park and “Ridge” Parcel 


As the SAC enters this next stage of its work, the Public Use Working Group feels that it is 
critical to the eventual success of the project that the SAC clearly articulate the specific 
preferences, requirements, desires and goals that are the results of its deliberations, so that 
those guidelines can carry through the Urban Renewal Plan and zoning revisions by Town 
Meeting, the SAC’s direction to the ARB, through the REP to the development community. 

To that end, the PUWG will offer some specific recommendations for your consideration in 
the hope that these can be adopted as part of the Committee’s formal guidelines. Two 
recommendations are attached . (On one other issue, the proposed improvement of the 
Summer Street site as a Memorial Grove by the Cemetery Commission, the PUWG will 
offer a recommendation after receipt of additional information from the Commission, 
expected within the week.) 

The first is a proposed description of the Symmes Vista Park, a feature common to all of our 
alternatives although never formally adopted by SAC. We feel it is important for SAC to 
articulate the characteristics and features desired in this amenity, leaving to the RFP 
respondents the latitude to creatively satisfy those requirements. We recommend that SAC 
incorporate the Vista Park as a requirement for the project, and adopt this extended 
description as a design guideline. 

The second recommendation is a statement of preferred uses for the non-medical portion of 
the “Ridge” parcel. As we all know, the “Community Wellness Center” concept that would 
synergistically combine a full-featured Community Center with health care provider space 
has proven to be untenable due to traffic and parking constraints, and the complex planned 
for the parcel has been reduced in size. Given that restriction, we recommend that the 
preferred non-medical use be an aquatics facility. This preference is based on our 
perception of need in the community, the lack of such facilities or of alternative sites for 
one, the synergy with wellness and health care that aquatics provide, and the potential for 
creating an excellent facility in the space potentially available without overburdening the 
site. We are not recommending a non-aquatics fitness facility except as a adjunct to the 
aquatics, as such facilities are available elsewhere. We urge the SAC to adopt a clear 
statement of preferences and priorities for this complex. 

Thank you for considering these recommendations, and the Working Group looks forward 
to continuing to assist SAC in creating its guidelines for this project. 
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PUWG recommendations to SAC 


6 March 03 


Symmes Vista Park 

Arlington has a unique opportunity to protect and enhance the natural amenities of this dramatic 
hilltop site. A "scenic vista park" has been a priority of the Public Use Working Group throughout 
the planning process because the vistas of the entire Boston basin from this site should be made 
accessible to all of the Town's residents. The vista park would retain the name Symmes, for historic 
and commemorative reasons, and should exemplify the vision of a unique community resource that 
the town can be proud of for decades to come. 

Characteristics: 

• a substantial public gathering place landscaped as a park that takes best advantage of the 
views from the top of the hill 

• an open, welcoming space, not compromised or assimilated by other development on the site 

• a space well-integrated with other public amenities on the site, such as public buildings, 
walking trails, and parking 

Special Features: 

• an amphitheater or other outdoor gathering area for public concerts, educational programs 
and meetings 

• landscape gardens composed of native plant materials, terraced to take advantage of the 
natural topography 

• walking trails connecting with other open areas of the site, and beyond 

• a simple observation tower or viewing platform 

• a skywalk connection to the "Ridge" portion of the site providing pedestrian access to 
Summer Street which avoids Hospital Road. 

• benches and other amenities for eating and relaxing 

• free public parking 

• outdoor sculpture, which might include works by Dallin and/or other local artists chosen 
through public competition 


Ridge parcel preferred uses 

The SAC has expressed the priority use for the ‘Ridge’ parcel as a flexible combination of medical 
and ‘fitness activity’ facilities, the proportions of which are to be determined by further study and 
market response. 

We recommend to the SAC that it state the preferred use of the non-medical portion of this complex 
to be an aquatics facility of high quality, scaled appropriately to serve our community, and designed 
to address the varying needs of constituencies including families, recreational swimmers, 
rehabilitation and therapy patients, and school teams. 

We further recommend, without prejudice for or against any model of ownership or operation of the 
facility, that it is highly preferred that such a facility be accessible and affordable to both a “broad 
cross-section” and a “significant number” of Arlingtonians, in keeping with the criteria for success 
previously adopted. 

We further recommend, in the event that for any reason it proves infeasible to develop a significant 
medical component on this parcel, that the preferred alternative for the parcel be an integrated 
“Community Center” as originally conceived, to be prototyped at commercial market rates. 
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Market Rate Housing 

77,600 sq. ft./ 39 units Market Rate 
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Medical Office 
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2-3 Stories 
215 Parking Spaces 


"The Overlook" 

Luxury Housing 
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160,000 sq. ft./ 89 units 
-and- 

Affordable Housing 
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Town of Arlington 


Lsura M. Wionor 

Housing Director 
(781) 316-3429 ' 

email Lwiener@town.arlington.ma.us 


DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 


20 Ai^<niJ<sc(ly iu eei, .iulie 2 U 3 
Arlington, MA 02476-6436 
(781) 641-21C3 Fax 


TO: 

Symmes Advisory Committee 

/ , \ 

FROM: 

Laura Wiener, Director of Housing 


DATE: 

10/15/02 


RE; 

Resources for affordable housing at 

Symmes 

CC: 

Arlington Redevelopment Board 

Alan McClennen, Director of Planning and Commi 


I am writing to clear up some possible misconceptions about the development of 
affordable housing at Symmes. Affordable housing may be unlike many of the other 
proposed public benefit uses at Symmes In that there are significant financial resources 
that can be tapped to help support it. There is no requirement that the affordable units be 
subsidized internally. Any developer experienced with mixed income housing would 
expect to tap into all available resources, local, state or federal, to subsidize the 
affordable portion of the project. Therefore, affordable housing can actually bring money 
into the Symmes project. 

Allocation of some of the sources of funds, particularly federal funds, is directly 
controlled by the town, and is therefore pretty reliable. These might include CDBG, 
HOME, and Section 8. 


CDBG comes directly to Arlington from US Departmen t of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), and must be used to benefit low and moderate income households. 
Over the past 2 years, the Town has allocated a total of $800,000 to affordable housing. 
Since we would expect the Symmes development to take place over a 2-3 year period, it 
would be realistic to think that the Town could allocate $500,000 to $1,000,000 for 
affordable housing at Symmes. 

HOME is another federal program, allocated directly to communities, for affordable 
housing. In this case, Arlington participates in a consortium of 7 cities and towns that 
receive the money together (Arlington, Medford, Melrose, Malden, Everett, Revere and 
Chelsea together make up the North Suburban HOME Consortium, or NSC). The 
Consortium receives just over $2,000,000 per year for housing in those 7 communities. 

Again, because this is a multi-year project, and because Arlington has never had a project 

of this scope, it would be likely that funding on the order of $500,000 to $ 1,000,000 
would be available. 
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Project based Section 8’s come from HUD and are allocated by the local Housing 
Authority. Under this program, a low income tenant pays only 30% of their income for 
rent, and HUD makes up the difference between the tenant’s share and what it determines 
to be the Fair Market Rent (FMR). Right now, HUD will pay roughly $ 1250/month for a 
2 bedroom apartment, and $ 1550/month for a 3 bedroom apartment (not including 
utilities) in Arlington That means the owner collects the same rent from a very low 
income tenant (less than 30% of median income) as a moderate income tenant (80% of 
median income). The Housing Authority can commit Section 8 subsidies for up to 25% 
of all units constructed. 

State Funding. The State also allocates funds for affordable housing. One of its stated 

goals is to dc-ccriLralIz.c the supply of affordable liuusiiig by suppoi tiug development 
outside the major cities. Arlington would certainly qualify, and rate competitively for any 
affordable housing project. 1 have had an initial conversation with Kate Racer, Director 
of Private Housing at the State Department of Housing and Community Development. 

She indicates that the State would “want to work closely with .Arlington on the 
redevelopment of the Symanes site to include affordable housing”. She also said she 
would be happy to meet with us at any time, to help us shape the deal in such a way that 
it would be most likely to receive funding. Some of the sources of fimds controlled by 
the state are: 

Affordable Housing Trust Fund can provide up to $50,000 per affordable lonit, 
with a limit of $1,000,000 per project. New construction is a priority Can be 
used for rental or home ov/nership. 

State HOME will fund up to $40,000 per affordable unit, maximum $500,000 
per project. Must be matched with local (CDBG or HOME) ftinds. Can be used 
for rental or homeownership 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits can provide up to 87% of construction costs 
per affordable unit of rental housing. Allocation of tax credits is done by the state 
Deportment of Housing and Community Development and can be very 
competitive. It sometimes takes a couple of rounds to get funded, but projects are 
0 iicour 2 .gcd to in lino’^ 

In conclusions, there most definitely is money available to subsidize affordable housing. 

A- creative and aggressive developer can use the funding sources described here, with no 
direct cost to the project, because the subsidized units are supponed by grants, not the 
rest of the development. All funds will be available at closing. 
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Housing Corporation of Ariington 20 Academy Street Ariington MA 02476 781 316 3429 fax 781 641 2103 


Board of Directors 
J anet Blodgett 
Kate Casa 
Marc Dohan 
Pam DiBona 
Diane Harrington 
Margaret Keady 

Cambridge Savings Bank 

Deborah Lewis 
Monique Magliozzi 
Neal Mongold 
Nick Mitropoulos 

Ariington Housing Authority 

Rev. J ohn Mueller 

Caivary Methodist Church 

Rev. Linda Privitera 

Church of Our Saviour 

Eddie Randolph 

Saivation Army 

Laura Wiener 

Ariington Pianning Office 


To: Symmes Advisory Committee 

From: Board of Directors, Housing Corporation of Arlington 
Date: 4/8/03 

RE: Symmes Hospital site 


The Housing Corporation of Arlington, a non-profit community 
based development corporation, would like to be a co-developer of the 
residential portion of the site at Symmes Hospital. As a community 
based group with broad membership, we are well equipped to work 
with a developer to ensure that the community’s needs are incorporated 
into any plan. We also have a good working relationship with the town 
and its many departments. In addition, we can bring financial 
resources to a deal, because of our access to state and federal funding. 

The Housing Corporation of Arlington has been in existence for 
about 20 years. We currently own and operate 14 units of rental 
housing scattered throughout Arlington. We have also administered 
first time homebuyer programs. All of our units are occupied by low 
and moderate income families. Family housing continues to be our 
first priority. 
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TOWN OF ARLINGTON 
2003 SPECIAL TOWN MEETING 

PROPOSED AHA WARRANT ARTICLE 
SYMMES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


Thursday, March 21, 2003 


Submitted by 


The Arlington Housing Authority 
4 Winslow Street 
Arlington, MA 02474 
781-646-3400 
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INTRODUCTION 


Article 23 was requested to be inserted into the Annual Town Warrant in an effort 
to meet with the Town Meeting and provide a case for the Arlington Housing Authority’s 
(AHA) affordable housing proposal to build 75 one-bedroom units of elderly/handicap 
housing. Twenty-five of these units are to be rented at market rate while the remaining 
fifty would be affordable units. Ten units would be constructed as wheelchair accessible, 
something that is not found in the private marketplace. (The AHA has 12 such units) 

The Authority has also submitted this proposal to the Arlington Redevelopment 
Board (ARB) seeking to acquire a portion of the Symmes site for this purpose. As 
requested, preliminary financial information has been submitted for the ARB’s review 
and consideration. 

The Authority requested that Article 23 be placed in the Annual Town Warrant 
because at that time, no one could provide: the actual dates, the process, and the 
anticipated votes that would be brought up in the Special Town Meeting prior to the 
deadline for submitting articles into the Annual Warrant. 

On Monday, March 24“*, the AHA Board met with the Arlington Board of 
Selectmen on a Warrant Article Hearing for Article 23. The Selectmen supported placing 
the article in the 2003 Special d own Meeting Warrant rather than the Annual Warrant, an 
action that was agreed upon by both Boards. It was further agreed that the Selectmen 
would report a recommended No Action “Without Prejudice” on Article 23 with the 
understanding that the article would be brought up and debated in Special Town Meeting. 

The Authority welcomes the opportunity to discuss our article and the merits of 
our proposal with the Symmes Advisory Committee and the Arlington Redevelopment 
Board, and we hope that our Article will receive your favorable recommendation for the 
May 2003 Special Town Meeting. 
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Arlington Housing Authority 

4 WINSLOW STREET 

ARLINGTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02474-3062 


COMMISSIONERS 
FREELAND K. ABBOTT 
JOHN GRIFFIN 

NICHOLAS C. MITROPOULOS 
RICHARD B. MURRAY 
PATRICIA B. WORDEN 


EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

FRANKLIN W. HURD, JR. 


TCLCnHONC (701) 040-3400 
FAX (781) 643-6923 


January 14, 2(>03 


Arlington Board of Selectmen 
Katlileen Dias, Cliairiiian 
Town Hall 

Arlington, MA 02476 

Dear Chairman Dias and Members of the Board of Selectmen; 

On behalf of the Arlington Housing Authority, I am requesting that you insert the 
following article in the Warrant for the 2003 Annual Town Meeting: 


To see if the Town will vote to include in any plan for the Symmes Hospital site 

the following plan of the Arlington Housing Authority; to acquire up to 1.5 acres 
of land and to construct thereon elderly housing and/or housing for the disabled 
not to exceed 75 units with approximately 50 of those units to be affordable, the 

coat of same to be home by the Authority, its aucccaaors and/or its assigns. 

Or take any action related thereto. 


Arlington Housing Autbprity 
Board of Commissioners 



fanklin W. Hurd, Jr. 
By direction 
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Arlington Housing Authority 
4 Winslow Street 
Arlington, MA 02474-3062 


ComaiMsioners; 

Jnhn Criflin 
Nicholas Mitropouios 
Freeland K. Abbott 
Richard B. Murray 
Patricia B. Worden 


Executive Director 
Fr anklin W. Hurd, Jr. 

Tel.: (781) 646-3400 
Fax: (781) 643-6923 


December 6, 2002 

Arlington Redevelopment Board 
Town Hall 

Arlington, MA 02476 
Dear Members of the Board; 

I have been asked by the Board of Commissioners of the Arlington Housing Authority to contact the 
members of the Arlington Redevelopment Board (ARB) concerning our interest in acquiring part of 
the Symmes Hospital property to be used for a low/mixed income elderly housing development. We 
are seeking the input from the ARB in order to determine any interest you may have in creating this 

kind of housing component for that site. 


As you know, the Arlington Housing Authority already has 520 units of elderly/handicap bousing in 
Arlington, and we feel that we have deraonstiated an ability live up to our coiiunitinciit to provide 
safe, decent, and affordable housing in our community. 

If your Board has an interest in expanding the community’s affordable housing through this kind of 
proposal, we would consider acquiring a portion of vacant land from the town, and seek the binding to 
construct between 50 and 75 new units on the Symmes she. Such a development would be of the 
approximate size of our Gerald Cusack Terrace building at 8 Summer Street, ip^^lington. 

We would estimate that approximately two-thirds (50) of these units could be used for qualified low to 
moderate elderly and disabled housing while the remaining one-third (25) could be used for market 
rate rentals for seniors. We would approach this as a HUD program, as opposed to our existing State- 
Aided progiauis, as the mixed housing philosophy is encouraged by IIUD. 


Some of the reasons our Board feels that our proposal is worthy of consideration are: 

1. The proposal is relatively small in scale and would not adversely impact the character 
of the neighborhood or the site. 
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2. Senior citizen conplexes would be a plus to the neighborhood when compared to other 
forms of housing. 

3. Additional low income and moderate income senior units will be of help in meeting 
Arlington’s future senior housing needs when the large “baby boomer” population 
group reaches their “golden years”. 

4. This kind of program would assist Arlington in meeting its Chapter 40B requirements. 

5. We currently have authorization for 45 Section 8 vouchers available to or use in this 
proposal. 

We have scheduled a Special Meeting of the AHA on December 23,2002 to discuss this matter 
further. We look forward to hearing from you regarding any interest you may have in supporting such 
a local housing initiative. 

Should your members vsdsh to contact us individually regarding this kind of affordable housing 
development, please feel free to contact our Board Members listed below. 

Commissioner Phone 


John Gr iffin , Chairman 
Freeland Abbott 
Nicholas Mitropoulos 


781-643-2202 

781-646-6734 

781-641-4323 

781-646-8303 

781-646-5241 


Patricia Worden 
Richard Murray 


I can be contacted daily at 781-646-3400 x 16. 


If this proposal has your interest , the details of such an acquisition could be discussed at a joint 
meeting of both o\jr Boards. 



Very truly yours. 
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Arlington Housing Authority 

4 Winslow Street 


Arlington, MA 02474-3062 


Commissioners; 

John Griffin 


Executive Director 
Franklin W. Hurd, Jr. 



Freeland K. Abbott 
Richard B. Murray 


Tel.: (781) 646-3400 
Fax: (781) 643-6923 


Patricia B. Worden 


February 28, 2003 

Arlington Redevelopment Board 
C/0 Alan McClennen, Jr., Sec. ex oflBcio 
Town Hall 

Arlington, MA 02476 

Dear Members of the Board and Mr. McClennen; 

The Arlington Housing Authority has received your correspondence of December 10, 2002, and this 
letter is sent in response to your request for additional information. 

We propose to construct up to 75 units of elderly/handicapped housing on part of the Symmes 
Hospital site. The Arlington Housing Authority staff and Board of Commissioners have assembled the 
following responses to those questions. 

1. The amount of land needed is 40,000 square feet This will include the building itself parking 
lot and space for walkways and landscaping. 

2. The proposal has sixty parking spaces included in it, as well as a community room and some 


Open space. 


3. The Authority would prefer a location within the site that is the best combination of three 
individual, yet distinct needs. They would be in proximity to current utility lines to reduce the 
potential cost of utility connection, proximity to open space and proximity to the bus stop. 

The final two for the benefit of our residents. 

4. The Authority can access fiinds for the purchase of the land. 

5. The Arlington Housing Authority has several options and potential sources of funding for these 
units. The Authority under the powers granted it by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts has 
the authority to receive loans, grants and contributions fi-om the public and private sources. It 
also has the power to borrow money for any of its purposes and to secure the same by 
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mortgages upon property held. The AHA for the purpose of financing also has the power to 
issue bonds, notes or other obligations. It is safe to say that if granted the opportunity to build 
the units, the Authority could access the funds in several different ways. These and other 
powers of the Authority can be found in the Massachusetts General Laws Section 121B. 

6. The AHA believes that a three to five year time span fi'om the approval of the project to 
completion is realistic. It could be done quicker if permits and legal issues are resolved early. 
The Authority of course would look to work closely with the Rcdcvclopiiiciit Board, the 

Town, other selected site users and area residents to insure that the work to be done at 
Symmes is accomplished with the least amount of inconvenience for aU involved 

7. There would be a perfunctory approval needed fi'om the State that the project was in 
adherence to the powers granted the Authority under Chapterl2IB. This is a requirement of 
every housing authority in the State on any u ni ts they construct or acquire. It would be done 
quickly and with the type of units proposed ,approval would be automatic. There is no federal 
approval required. 

8. As mentioned in answer 5 the Authority has the power to issue its own bonds on this 
development. The authority to issue bonds and notes as well as to borrow money m the form 
of loans can be found b Sections 11,15 and 17 for Chapter 121B of the General Laws of 
Massachusetts. 

Attached you will also find three one-page documents. The first is an initial proforma for the total 
construction of the proposed development, the second is the a breakdown of the “hard costs”, the 
actual labor and materials needed to erect the buildbg and the third is an initial operatmg budget for 
the buildbg once b management. Should you need any additional information please feel fi‘ee to call 
me at anytime. My number is 646-3400 and my direct ejctension is 16. 

Thank you for you time and consideration of our request. 



W. Hurd, Jr., PHM 
Executive Director 
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Arlington Housing Authority 
Total Construction Costs Symmes 


HARD COST 

Acquisition (Land) 

Rehab 

$ 

800,000 


Construction 

$9,350,000.00 


Contingency 

$ 

841,500 


h^ard Coat Total 

$ 

10,991,500 


SOFT COSTS 

A&E 

$ 

420,750 

4.5% of construction 

A&E Reimbursements 

$ 

25,000 


Building Survey 

$ 

- 


Asbestos/Lead Testing 

$ 

- 


Environmental Testing (21E) 

$ 

3,500 


Lead Testing (post construction) 

$ 

- 


ADoraisal/lnsoect (per punchlist) 

$ 

3.000 


Structural Engineer/goetech 

$ 

35,000 


Inspecting Engineer 

$ 

3,000 


Security/Pest Control 

$ 

5,000 


Relocation 

$ 

- 


Appraisal 

$ 

- 


Clerk -12 to 18 months 

$ 

100,000 

18 months 

Legal 

$ 

30,000 


Title and Recording 

$ 

5,000 


Development Consultants 

$ 

10,000 


RE Taxes during Construction 

$ 

- 


Insurance during Construction 

$ 

45,000 


Utilities during Construction 

$ 

3,000 


Construction/Bridge Loan Interest 

$ 

561,000 

84% of $9.35M loan a 

Building Permit(s) 

$ 

- 

4.77% for 18 months 

Miscellaneous Carrying Costs 

$ 

10,000 

Util i ties, i nsurance, etc 

Soft Coot Contingency 

$ 

50,460 

4% 

Soft Cost Total 

$ 

1,309,700 


FEES AND RESERVES 

Permenant Lender Fees 

$ 

- 


Construction Lender Fees 

$ 

- 


Operating Reserves (capitalized) 

$ 

- 


Capital Reserves 

$ 

- 


Developer Fees(admin/over/fee) 

$ 

150,000 


Fees and Reserves Total 

$ 

150,000 


TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COST 

$ 

12,451,200 



Page 1 
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CONSTRUCTION ESTMATES SYMMES 
ARLINGTON HOUSING AUTHORITY 
HARD COSTS 


Building Composition 

UNITS 

Square feet 

Total Square Feet 

CosVSq.Ft 

Market units 

25 

800 

20,000 

$ 

2,700,000 

Standard Elderly Units 

40 

675 

27,000 

$ 

3,645,000 

Handicapped Units 

10 

775 

7,750 

$ 

1,046,250 

Hallways/entries etc. 


25% 

13,688 

$ 

1,368,750 

Community Room 



1,200 

$ 

150,000 

Elevator/ 2-car 




$ 

400,000 

Parking Lot 




$ 

40,000 


75 


69,638 

$ 

9,350,000 


Building Square footage The building has three types of cost for square footage. They are $135 a square 

foot for the units themselves. $125 for the community room and $100 per square 
foot for the hallways, entry ways etc. 

Elevator The elevator is a six-floor double car style with the cost of the shaft it is 

estimated at $400,000. 

Parking The parking spaces have been set at 60. There will be 13 being handicapped 

and 47 standard spaces. The cost of paving is set at $25 per spuare yard. 


space type 

Square yds.each Cost per sq. yard 

Spaces 

Cost 

Handicapped 

25 

$ 

25 

13 

$ 8,125 

Standard 

18 

$ 

25 

47 

$21,150 
$ 29,275 

Other 

429 

$ 

25 


$10,725 

entrances, drivways.frretanes etc. 



Total Parking 

$40,000 


Land Cost 

Cost per square foot $20 Construction cost estimated by the Department 

Approx, need in sq. feet 40,000 of Housing and Community Development at $135 

Estimated Cost $800,000 a square foot for unit construction, $100 per sq. 

foot for common space with Community Space 
costs of about $125 per square foot. 
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OPERATING BUDGETS SYMMES SITE 


RENTAL INCOME 

Section 8 Rents 
Market Units 

EXPENSES 

Administrative Salalries 
Legal 

Travel & Related Exp. 
Accounting Services 

Maintenance Labor 
Materials & Supplies 
Contracts 

Insurance 

Payment in Lieu Taxes 
Employee Benefits 

Provision for Reserve 
Capital Set-a-Side 

Water & Sewer 

Electric 

Gas 

Other 


Difference Pnor to Loan 
Mortgage Payments 


PUM 


TOTAL 


$ 1,288.00 

$ 

772,800 

1.20% of 1 BR 

$ 1,500.00 

$ 

450,000 

Section 8 Rent 


$ 

1,222,800 

Arlington 


36.30 

$ 

32,670 


3.30 

3 

2,970 


5.90 

$ 

5,310 


5.00 

$ 

4,500 


30.55 

$ 

27,495 


14.10 

$ 

12,690 


14.25 

$ 

12,825 


13.00 

$ 

11,700 


8 40 

$ 

7,560 


26.00 

$ 

23,400 


7.00 

$ 

6,300 


10.00 

$ 

9,000 



$ 

- 


38.00 

$ 

34,200 


36.00 

$ 

32,400 


65.00 

$ 

58,500 


2.00 

$ 

1,800 


314.80 

$ 

283,320 



$ 

939,480 


043.87 

$ 

939,480 

$165,000 per unit at 
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Town Counsel Review 


We were pleased to receive a copy of the Town Counsel’s review of Wairant 
Articles sent to the Board of Selectmen (BOS), in Mr. Maher’s letter of March 17, 2003. 
It is our belief that the questions raised by Mr. Maher should be addressed and we offer 
the following responses to his comments. 


Response to Town Counsel input of Warrant Articles 

A. “It is unclear to me why this article was placed in the Annual Warrant since the 

development of the Symmes site will be the subject of a Special Town Meeting on 
May r. ” 

1. At the time of the deadline for submission of articles for the 
Annual Town Warrant, there was no specific date announced for a 

Special Town Meeting. 

In addition to the fact that the date of the Special Town Meeting 
was not established, neither were the form and/or the language of 
the article(s) being proposed for a vote. 

2. The AHA, as a governmental agency, is inlcicstcd in a public 
debate for its proposal to offer 75 units of housing at the Symmes 
site while it seemed as though the Redevelopment Board would not 
entertain such an arrangement and only looking to an RFP process. 

3. If the Symmes Project or Urban Renewal articles come first in the 
Special Warrant, the AHA is prepared to seek changes that reflect 
the intent of Article 23. 

4. State Law allows for one governmental body to work with another 
without having to go through the RFP process. A public debate on 
the matter, when followed by a favorable vote of Town Meeting, 
may influence the Redevelopment Board to support the AHA 
proposal. 


B. “It is important to remember that the property is under the jurisdiction of the 
Redevelopment Board and is subject to the constraints of an urban renewal 
project designation. ” 
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The AHA acknowledges the fact that the property is currently under the 
jurisdiction of the Redevelopment Board. 

The Authority also believes that if the ARB is seeking the input from the 
community, Town Meeting should also be afforded an opportunity to 
provide its input into the process. The AHA is willing to make its case to 
Town Meeting, and it is willing to accept its decision. 

If the Town Meeting does support Article 23, it is also expected that the 
Redevelopment Board would respect that input. 


C. “/ am sure the Board will wish to hear from the Redevelopment Board, the 
Director of Planning, and the Symmes Advisory Committee on this matter, ” 

The AHA would expect the Board of Selectmen to hear from the 
Redevelopment Board and the Director of Planning who represents it. The 
Symmes Advisory Committee has made it known to the Executive 

Director that it is actually the decision of the ARB and that is where the 
AHA should direct its proposal. 

D. “Owe important consideration, however, is that the proposed Housing Authority 
project would not generate tax revenue, a major consideration for any 
development on the site given the Selectmen’spolicy that the development be at 
least revenue neutral. ” 

The AHA is offering to purchase a portion of the Symmes site, which 
should make the project revenue neutral with respect to the purchase price. 
The amount offered would be $20.00 per square foot, an approximate 
amount that was given to us by the chairman of the SAC. That would 
mean an estimated $800,000.00 would be paid for a suitable location, 

AHA would not expect to pay property tax on the affordable housing 
portion of its development proposal. This would be consistent with the 
Towns’ recent support for affordable housing by not charging property 

taxes on the affordable housing properties owned by the Housing 
Corporation of Arlington. The AHA would, however, be prepared to pay 

property taxes on the market rate units. 

Lastly, even though the AHA would not be paying full property taxes on 
2/3 of its proposed units, the proposed type of development would require 
fewer town services than those needed in most proposals. 

Our school system would not be negatively impacted by this proposal, and 
there would be fewer vehicles and traffic problems at the site. 
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Summary 


Overall the benefits for the Town in adopting the AHA proposal 
would be: 


1. The AHA proposal would allow the Town to get back as much 
as $800)000.00 of its purchase price with no development cost 
to the town. 


2. The AHA proposal offers a low-density residential option for 
the Symmes site, a goal as set forth by the Selectmen when 
seeking to purchase the property. 

3. The AHA proposal offers a low traffic and associated noises 
that would be a benefit to the peace and quiet of the 
neighborhood. 

4. The AHA proposal would add 75 units that would count 
towards Arlington’s Chapter 40B goaL 

5. The AHA proposal would add ten wheelchair accessible units 
in the Town, where very few exist at this time. 

6. The AHA proposal would add 50 units of elderly and handicap 
housing in preparation for Arlington’s future elderly and 
handicap housing needs. 

7. The AHA proposal is flexible and can be adapted with other 
proposals that would be consistent with goals established by 
the Selectmen such as for medical use and/or public use 
purposes. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


DATE: 

TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 


RE: 



3/6/03 

SYMMES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

NANCY T. GALKOWSKI, ACTING TOWN MANAGER 

CEMETERY COMMISSIONSERS AND TERESA H. DEBENEDICTIS, 

ACTING DIRECTOR OF PUBUC WORKS 

ARLINGTON MEMORIAL GROVE 



Enclosed you will find a letter from the Cemetery Commissioners outlining the benefits to the 
Town of Arlington should a memorial grove be placed at the Symmes property. The 
Commissioners, acting as agents of the Town of Arlington, are prepared to become the stewards of a 
substantial area of the public use land at Symmes. 

A cemetery is a perpetual entity and accordingly the Commissioners are the perfect group to be 
held responsible for keeping the open space at Symmes in excellent condition. In consideration for 
ownership of a portion of property at the Symmes site the Commissioners are prepared to offer 
$100,000. This amount is predicated on the plan that was previously presented to the Committee for 
a columbarium on approximately four acres of land. The Commissioners are more than willing to 
discuss a smaller scale plan. We are most anxious to develop a plan that adds to the beauty of this 
one of a kind site. 


F-15 


Appendix to SAC Recommendations May 5, 2003 


F-15 















BENEFITS OF AN ARLINGTON MEMORIAL GROVE 




1. Arlington is running out of cemetery space and due to a lack of suitable locations, a 
place for cremains would be a beneficial alternative for the town, 

2. The open spaces that are seen in the cemetery are state required buffer zones around 
the wetland and brook areas and cannot be turned into burial lots. 

3. The selectmen of Arlington have mandated a 50% allocation of open space for the 
Symmes property and a memorial grove can fit into those plans without requiring any 
of the space that is needed for development. 

4. In the suggested area for the memorial grove, the cemetery can provide the path that 
is desired there and will be responsible for it’s upkeep. It will also help to provide 
another way in and out of the area. 

5. In the suggested area for the memorial grove, the cemetery will be responsible for it’s 
clean out,as needed to provide for the upstart of the project and will also be 
responsible for replacing the area with more appropriate foliage and with evergreens 
that would also help to provide privacy for those who wish to use the area as not only 
a reflective area, but also as an area to walk, exercise, birdwatch, etc... 

6. The cemetery is committed to keeping the area as natural as possible , but also to 
provide an inviting atmosphere to come reflect and enjoy nature. 

7. An area specifically for cremains is not provided for anywhere else in town and 
therefore will not be duplicating services from another business source in town. 

8. The cemetery brings in much revenue for the town on a weekly basis due to 
purchases and payments for services that are provided for by the cemetery. Currently 
lots cannot be sold on a pre-need basis due to the space constraints. The memorial 
grove would be able to sell pre-need niches and bring in more money that way and 
not lose business to other cemetery/columbariums in surrounding cities and town. 
These types of needs and services are not something that will fluctuate due to the 
economy. Every community and every family will eventually have this need. 

9. The cemetery would slowly develop the area, only adding on as needed, and so it 
would be quite some time before we actually place 500 - 1000 niches as proposed by 
the SAC. This would help to keep the natural atmosphere of the area and really 
extend out this option for the residents of Arlington. We are also committed to 
spreading out the niches, keeping them back from the path and not having areas of 
congestion or clustering. If you recall the pictures of the more favorable type of niche 
with the tree in the middle of it and the ground cover around it, that 1 unit held 32 
niches and would accommodate 64 cremains. We would start with 2 of those and 
wait until they were filled before adding anything else to the area. 


F-16 


Appendix to SAC Recommendations May 5, 2003 


F-16 


10. Keep in mind that keeping the area as natural as possible also benefits the town and 
cemetery as there will be less maintenance and placement of cremains will also take 
less time. New employees should not be necessary to help with this type of 
expansion/offering. 

11. Traffic would be at a minimum as we would provide services at the cemetery for 
any cremains , if desired, and then would arrange a time with the family that they 
would be able to go to the grove to visit their loved one later in the day. This avoids 
funeral processions and makes it easier on everyone to finalize a place for someone. 

12. If this idea were to be accepted for the Symmes property, we would be able to also 
refiirbish our chapel to help provide the services we want and it would also make the 
existing cemetery more attractive, which would also benefit other members of the 
community. 

13. Cremain placement is becoming more and more popular as space runs out in 
communities. Even the Catholic Church, which used to be so against cremation, has 
loosened up on it’s views and now is very welcoming of this form of burial and 
memorialization. These niches are selling very well and fast in other communities. It 
is also a community’s responsibility to provide a place of burial for it’s residents. 

14. As depicted in the pictures, the niches will be so unobtrusive, that people at first 
may not even realize what they are walking by. It should also not infringe on any 
person’s property or views. 

15. As the cemetery does have some space left, we would be able to wait until 
construction has begun or even finished at Symmes so that we are not in the 
developer’s way and then we would not be worried about our project being 
accidentally harmed in some way 

We at Mount Pleasant Cemetery have appreciated your interest and attention to this 
idea. We hope that you can see the need in the community for what we propose and 
that you see our genuine interest in, and belief that, the area should be allowed to 
remain as natural as possible, yet be unobtrusively functional so as to provide our 
residents with a service that is desperately needed. Our circumstances become more 
dire with each passing year and we hope you will take our situation and make it your 
own. This is also a way for the town to retain some of Symmes land. We hope that 
as the SAC comes to the end of a very difficult job, you will recommend our 
proposed usage to the town meeting. It has been a pleasure to meet with you and 
watch you all work together for the common good of the town and we look forward to 
hearing from you. Thank you so much for you consideration up to this furthest of 
points. 

Sincerely, 

Edward Murphy 
Bernard Smith 
Michele Hassler 
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Community Center at Symmes 

Report of the Symmes Advisory Committee 
Pubiic Use Working Group 

11 November 2002 


Brian Rehrig, Chair 

Elisabeth Carr-Jones, Vice-Chair 

Harris Band, Greg Blass, Susan Cronin Ruderman, Nina Fisher, Steve Frigand, 
Carolyn Kenney, Ellen Kushner, Ann LeRoyer, Suzi Lubar, Jim Marzilli, 

Deborah O’Donnell, Julie Rackliffe Lucey, Sue Sheffler, Denis Sullivan, Jay Verspyck 
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The Process 


There is a spectrum of needs in the Town that might best be met (perhaps can only be 
met) by a multi-function community center. The town-wide Symmes survey data 
represents support for the components of a multi-use community center in three of the 
four use categories: Public, Commercial and Medical. When taken collectively these 
suggestions, ranging from a swimming pool to a Tot Stop to physical therapy, 
represent between 30% and 40% of the total. In the first public workshop, suggestions 
from the community in support of components of a multi-use community center 
accounted for about one third of the total comments. 

With these statistics in mind, the Public Use Working Group included variations on the 
community center theme in an evaluation exercise. All four Working Groups were 
represented in this evaluation exercise, which used the Criteria for Use Evaluation 
categories of need, fit and feasibility. The results clearly showed two standout high 
outcomes: the scenic vista park and the core community center concept. The indoor pool 
(and the affiliated "recreation center" concept) as well as the the art/cultural center concept 
also scored high, reflecting a strong "need" component. 

As a result of the evaluation exercise, the Working Group developed a Public Use 
Priorities statement, recommending four public uses to be pursued at the Symmes site: 
a scenic vista park, walking trails, a memorial park/columbarium and a multl-use 
community center. Members of the Public Use Working Group and the CATS 
(Coalition for a Treehouse at Symmes) group set to work collecting information on the 
priority uses, primarily on community centers and columbaria. The information gathering 
process involved document collection, interviews and site visits for several existing 
facilities and organizations. All of this material has now been assembled at 
ftp://sacpuwq:sacpuwq@svmmesarllnqton.orq/puwq/ . 

Over a series of meetings, the Working Group further defined the multi-use community 
center concept, investigating variations on the theme, and defining the programming and 
physical facility to best match the community’s needs. Many potential components were 
evaluated to form a cohesive concept. These included: multi-use meeting and event 
rooms, kitchen/catering facilities, space for display of art & education exhibits, an aquatic 
center with one or more indoor pools offering both recreational and rehabllltation/physical 
therapy opportunities, parent-supervised play areas (a "Tot-Stop"-like facility), after 
school care, an indoor track and fitness center, a well-equipped theater or other 
performance space, and activities for active seniors and teens. 


Financial Considerations 

For a community center at Symmes to become a viable option for the Town, there must 
be a thorough examination of a range of possible forms of financing, ownership and 
operation of the facility. Public versus private, for-profit versus non-profit, and 
public/private partnerships will all need to be considered. Options include the possibility 
of establishing a local not-for-profit and recruiting energized board members to raise 
funding, the potential involvement of other municipal agencies (Council on Aging, Youth 
Services, Recreation Department) and state funding sources. 
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We are proposing a community center with a totai area of 60,000 square feet. Based 
on the VHB consuitant team’s cost estimates of between $150 and $200 per square 
foot for construction, we estimate that the facility could be built for between $10 and $12 
million. Funding options to be explored for the construction are grants, linkage to other 
development on the site, private gifts, and a capitai campaign. 

Experience in other communities indicates that, once constructed, a muiti-purpose 
community center can be seif-sustaining. Since many forms of funding are oniy availabie 
for capital costs, this is a criticai factor. The Working Group’s research shows that the 
Wiiiiamsburg, Virginia Community Center and the Newton JCC are 95% self- 
supporting, aithough both of these facilities were constructed with funds raised through 
iocal capital campaigns. 

The Symmes redevelopment may present an opportunity not avaiiabie elsewhere in 
Arlington to create a community center. Significant citizen ieadership wili be required. 
Judging by the comments and inquiries the committee has received, there are many 
residents interested in working toward this goal. The Working Group suggests that 
professional guidance will also be required to help the Town fully evaluate this 
opportunity in the timeframe of the Symmes planning process. 

The success of the Whittemore-Robbins House and the Centrai School projects, which 
have successfuliy returned revenues to the town, shouid be considered models of 
Arlington’s abiiity to acquire funding and maintain public/private use faciiities. If cost¬ 
cutting efforts, increased rentai income and/or saie of parceis of the Symmes campus 
allow phasing of the community center’s construction, the site could potentially be held 
for some period of time, while funds were raised. 


Site Considerations 

The iocation of the community center on the Symmes site may have a significant impact 
on its use. Proximity to the proposed skyiine park and naturai wooded areas may be 
criticai in order to create an environment weicoming to the community. In addition, the 
connection of the faciiity to any medicai, commerciai and residential development 
elsewhere on the site wiii aiso require careful consideration. 

The Pubiic Use Working Group has strong reservations about any large scale 
development of the lower portion of the Symmes site. The existing wooded area and 
the residentiai fabric of this section of Summer Street make this portion of the site highiy 
sensitive to redevelopment. 


Conclusion 

The purchase of the Symmes campus has provided an opportunity to create 
something unique and visionary for Ariington, a physicai and symboiic focai point for the 
community-something we can be proud of over the entire century. The Pubiic Use 
Working Group proposes that a successfui community center at Symmes wili: invoive 
the community in every step of its formation, serve the pubiic in a unique way, be weil- 
suited to its setting and surrounding uses, and provide a well-integrated mix of uses that 
is greater than the sum of its parts. With vision, ieadership and guidance, we beiieve 
that such an outcome is achievable. 
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Proposed Program 

The program below represents a community center concept that is the result of the 
Working Group’s assimilation of the needs and desires of the community and our study 
of successful models. We envision a community center that would provide an all- 
weather, welcoming environment with amenities that would attract a broad cross-section 
of Arlingtonians. Although both preliminary and provisional, this program should provide 
a common starting vocabulary for comment on the community center concept from the 
public, the SAC, the ARB and the VHB consultant team. 


Pools 

Gymnasium 
Locker Rooms 
Fitness/Wellness Equipment 
Aerobic/Dance 


14,000 sf 
9,000 sf 
5,000 sf 
2,400 sf 
3,000 sf 


Rehabilitation Suite 


500 sf 
5,000 sf 
4,000 sf 
1,200 sf 


Child Play Space* 

Child Care or After School 
Baby-sitting 


Lounge 


500 sf 

4.200 sf 

1.200 sf 
1,000 sf 
500 sf 


Multipurpose Assembly 
Classrooms 


Dining 

Kitchen 


Administrative Offices 
Support 


2,000 sf 
6,500 sf 


TOTAL 60,000 sf 


’would also require adjacent outdoor space 
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COMPARISON OF PROPOSED ARLINGTON COMMUNITY CENTER WITH OTHER PROTOTYPES 


Oak Square 
YMCA 

8,500 1 

8,000 1 

o 

o 

5,500 1 





2,500 1 



o 

o 

o 

2,500 1 

500 1 


500 1 


1,500 1 

o 

o 



38,500 1 

James City / 
Williamsburg 

15,000 

ooote 

o 

o 

3,000 





o 

o 



4,500 

5,000 

3,000 


500 


2,500 

15,000 



85,500 

Newton 

YMCA 

9,000 

12,500 

4,500 

O 

o 





o 

o 

o 




6,500 





10,000 

6,500 



o 

o 

o 

YMCA 
Proposal for 
Arlington 

O 

o 

000tl 

o 

o 

2,500 





3,500 



ooot 






6,500 




o 

o 

o 

Arlington 

Proposal 

o 

o 

9,000 

5,000 

2,400 

3,000 


500 

5,000 

o 

o 

1,200 


500 

4,200 

1,200 

o 

o 

o 

500 


ooot 

6,500 



60,000 

Use Component 

1 Pool 

1 Gymnasium 

1 Locker Rooms 

1 FitnessAVellness 

1 Aerobic/Dance 


1 Rehab Suite 

1 Child’s Play Space 

1 Child Care/After School 

1 Baby Sitting 


1 Lounge 

1 Multipurpose Assembly 

1 Classrooms 

1 Dining 

1 Kitchen 


1 Administration Offices 

1 Support 



1 APPROX TOTAL 
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PUWG recommendations to SAC 


6 March 03 


Symmes Vista Park 

Arlington has a unique opportunity to protect and enhance the natural amenities of this dramatic 
hilltop site. A "scenic vista park" has been a priority of the Public Use Working Group throughout 
the planning process because the vistas of the entire Boston basin from this site should be made 
accessible to all of the Town's residents. The vista park would retain the name Symmes, for historic 
and commemorative reasons, and should exemplify the vision of a unique community resource that 
the town can be proud of for decades to come. 

Characteristics: 

• a substantial public gathering place landscaped as a park that takes best advantage of the 
views from the top of the hill 

• an open, welcoming space, not compromised or assimilated by other development on the site 

• a space well-integrated with other public amenities on the site, such as public buildings, 
walking trails, and parking 

Special Features: 

• an amphitheater or other outdoor gathering area for public concerts, educational programs 
and meetings 

• landscape gardens composed of native plant materials, terraced to take advantage of the 
natural topography 

• walking trails connecting with other open areas of the site, and beyond 

• a simple observation tower or viewing platform 

• a skywalk connection to the "Ridge" portion of the site providing pedestrian access to 
Summer Street which avoids Hospital Road. 

• benches and other amenities for eating and relaxing 

• free public parking 

• outdoor sculpture, which might include works by Dallin and/or other local artists chosen 
through public competition 
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617 924 1770 

Memorandum 

To: Ken Schwartz 

Date: 

FAX 617 924 2286 

February 13, 2003 

Revised April 17, 2003 



Project No.: 

08157 


From: Ana Fill, P.E. 

Scott Schilt 

Re: 

Symmes Hospital Reuse Alternatives 

Transportation Assessment 


This memorandum presents a planning level evaluation of the potential transportation impacts 
associated with three redevelopment alternatives for the Symmes Hospital site. Two of the three 
alternatives consist mostly of residential uses; the third contains a significant commercial component 
as part of the building program. For all three alternatives, site access is provided from two locations: 
Hospital Road intersecting with Summer Street and Woodside Lane. While this document focuses 
primarily on traffic and parking issues, pedestrian, bicycle and public transportation 
recommendations for the redevelopment scenarios are also provided. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

■ Regardless of which of the redevelopment alternatives is selected by the Town, it is 
recommended that a formal transportation study be conducted when a final development 
plan is proposed. The study should identify the transportation impacts associated with the 
project, including the adequacy of local roadways to accommodate additional traffic, and 
recommend mitigation measures for these impacts. 

■ There are no recent counts available for specific traffic generated by the current uses at 
Symmes. However, using transportation industry standards, it is estimated that the 35,000 
square feet of medical office uses currently at the site generates approximately 1,200 
vehicle trips per day, including 85 vehicles in the morning peak hour and 128 vehicle trips 
during the evening peak hour. 

■ Prior to construction of the 61,500 square foot North Wing in 1984, actual traffic counts 
indicated that the former hospital with approximately 112,000 square feet and Nurses 
Building with 25,000 square feet generated 245 vehicle trips during the morning peak hour 
and 255 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour, rates that are similar to industry 
standards for hospital uses. Based upon counts conducted in 1982, it is estimated that 
Symmes Hospital at full-build generated 375 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. 

■ Depending upon the mix of uses, the proposed alternatives could generate between 240 
and 525 vehicle trips during the morning peak hour, and between 310 and 770 vehicle 
trips during the evening peak hour. 

■ Alternative 2: Commercial/Medical Development is the most traffic intensive use and 
generates more that two-times as much traffic as the former hospital, primarily due to 
traffic generated for a medical office component. In this scenario, if general office is used 
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rather than medical use, traffic is reduced by approximately one-half, but still carries more 
than 800 vehicle trips more than the former hospital and over 1,100 vehicles than 
Alternatives 1 and 3. 

■ Alternative 1: Mixed Income Housing and Alternative 3: Infrastructure Reuse both 
generate trips in the same order of magnitude as the Hospital prior to construction of the 
61,000 square foot North Wing in 1984, and somewhat fewer trips than those estimated for 
the full build-out of Symmes Hospital. 

■ Alternative 2: Commercial Medical Development demonstrates the greatest demand for 
parking due to the rates required for office and commercial uses. 

■ Sufficient parking must be provided to meet the demands of a 65,000 square foot of 
medical offices and community wellness uses on 'The Ridge." Using zoning requirements 
of 3.3 spaces for every 1,000 square feet of development, the 65,000 square foot facility 
requires 215 parking spaces. 

■ Analysis indicates that parking demands generated by community centers and recreation 
facilities range from 2.4 to 6.4 spaces per 1,000 square feet. Many facilities contacted stated 
that parking provided according to zoning requirements is insufficient to meet peak 
parking demands. 

■ The close proximity of the existing Hospital Road to the Summer Street/Brattle 

Street/Hemlock Street intersection will make access and egress to/ from the site difficult. If 
it can be achieved through the final layout of the site, it is recommended that the Hospital 
Road intersection be realigned further to the east. At the very least, provisions should be 
made to provide separate right and left-turning lanes at the Hospital Road exit onto 
Summer Street to enhance the flow of traffic through the intersection. 

■ Signalization may be required at the Hospital Road Intersection with Summer Street under 
all of the alternatives, and definitely will be required for Alternative 2. Mitigation at the 
Summer Street/Grove Street and the Summer Street/Oak Hill Drive intersections may 
warrant signalization due to the fact that these intersections already experience poor levels 
of service. 

■ The Woodside Lane access to the site should be designed to function as a secondary drive, 
with the intersection of Hospital Road at Summer Street designed to be the primary access 
point. The most likely users of the Woodside Lane access would be those parking at "The 
Top" and those residents accessing neighborhood schools and services. Given the 
topography and roadway characteristics in the neighborhoods adjacent to "The Top" of 
the site, it is not anticipated that many drivers accessing medical or community wellness 
uses on "The Ridge" would utilize the Woodside Lane access as a more convenient 
alternative to the Summer Street entrance. 

■ Sidewalks should be provided along Hospital Road, preferably with a landscaped buffer 
from the traffic lanes. Additional provisions should be made to provide pedestrian 
connections and access to the nearby Stratton and Bishop schools, and the Minuteman 
Bikeway—including a "formal" connection to the bikeway from Grove Street. 

■ An evaluation of potential bus ridership should be conducted to maintain the current 
MBTA bus service, including determination of the need to provide full access to "The 
Top" at select times while only stopping at the entrance at Summer Street at other times. 
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TRIP GENERATION 

The rate at which any development generates traffic is dependent upon a number of factors, including 
the size and density of the project, its location, and the concentration of surrounding land uses. The 
number of vehicle-trips estimated to be generated by the three alternatives proposed for the Symmes 
site are based on trip generation rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation report. This section presents the assumptions for each of the proposed uses along with the 
estimated trip generation for each of the alternatives. 

Proposed Uses 

Residential 

Three potential residential components were evaluated for the Symmes site, including: 

• Retirement Housing (55 and older): Although this residential use is generally restricted to 
persons age 55 and older, ITE senior housing data are geared toward institutions for elderly 
residents that contain special services such as medical facilities, dining facilities and some 
limited, supporting retail facilities. Due to the potential demographics involved with age 
restricted housing, with more seniors leading active lifestyles, VHB determined that the most 
appropriate land use code (LUC) for this residential component is LUC 230 (Residential 
Condominium/ Townhouse). If the retirement housing program becomes more defined, the 
trip generation land use code may be modified. However, using the LUC 230 land use code for 
age restricted housing does provide a more conservative trip generation estimate than other 
typical ITE retirement uses. 

• Affordable Housing/Market Rate Housing: The trip generation rates expected for affordable 
housing units and for market rate residential units are similar. Based on the envisioned 
housing development at the site, VHB determined that the most appropriate land use code for 
these residential components is LUC 230 (Residential Condominium/Townhouse). 

• Luxury Housing: The most appropriate ITE land use code for this component of the 
residential program is deemed to be LUC 233 (Luxury Condominium/Townhouse). It should 
be noted that this land use's data should be used with care as the ITE rates are based on a 
limited number of studies (four). Eurthermore, no data is available for the weekday daily and 
Saturday daily and midday peak hour traffic conditions. At these time periods, LUC 230 
(Residential Condominium/Townhouse) was utilized to approximate the trip generation for 
luxury housing uses. 

Community Wellness Center 

The Community Wellness Center is envisioned to provide both health care and community 
recreational related activities, including medical offices and services, an aquatic pool, gymnasium 
and/or cardiovascular training facilities and other related multi-purpose space. Therefore, to estimate 
its trip generation, the Community Wellness Center was separated into two categories: 

• Medical Office: The Community Wellness Center is envisioned to include some form of 
medical offices or services (approximately 45,000 square feet ±). VHB determined that the most 
appropriate ITE land use code for this use is LUC 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building). 

• Recreation Center: The ITE database has relatively few data for land uses similar to the 
proposed Community Wellness Center. The closest approximation would be LUC 495 
(Recreational Community Center). Although the characteristics of this ITE land use code 
reflect those anticipated for the Community Wellness Center, the trip generation rates were 
derived based on a limited number of studies (two). Therefore, the resulting estimates should 
be used with care. 


^ Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, Sixth Edition, Washington, D.C., 1997. 
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Commercial 

Three potential uses are envisioned for the commercial component of the Symmes site, including: 

• Office: The ITE trip generation rate most appropriate for this use is LUC 710 (General Office 
Building). 

• Research and Development: ITE land use code LUC 760 (Research and Development Center) is 
deemed the most appropriate for this proposed use. 

• Medical Office: As mentioned previously, VHB determined that the most appropriate ITE land 
use code for this use is LUC 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building). 

Site-Generated Traffic Volumes 

Alternative 1: Mixed Income Housing 

Alternative 1 presents mostly residential uses on 'The Top" and "The Overlook," with a Community 
Wellness Center located on "The Ridge". The "Summer Street" area of this alternative remains as open 
space. The proposed building program for this alternative includes: 

• "The Top": Mixed Income Housing, including 14 units of Affordable Housing units and 
39 units of Market Rate Housing; 

• "The Overlook": 10 units of Luxury Housing, 89 units of Market Rate Housing and 10 units of 
Affordable Housing; and 

• "The Ridge": a 65,000 square foot Community Wellness Center. 

Table 1 depicts the building program for this alternative along with its associated daily vehicle trip 
generation by use category. 
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TABLE 1 

ALTERNATIVE 1 TRIP GENERATION 


Location 

"The Top" 

"The Overlook" 

"The Ridge" 


Land Use 

Mixed Income 
Housing^ 

Luxury 

Housing^ 

Mixed 

Income 

Housing^ 

Recreation 

Center" 

Medical 

Office" 

Total 

Size 

53 units 

10 units 

99 units 

20,000 sf 

45,000 sf 

— 

Weekday 

Daily 

385 

90' 

645 

460 

1,625 

3,205 

Morning 

Enter 

5 

0 

10 

15 

85 

115 

Exit 

25 

5 

40 

10 

20 

100 

Total 

30 

5 

50 

25 

105 

215 

Evening 

Enter 

25 

5 

40 

10 

45 

125 

Exit 

10 

5 

20 

25 

120 

180 

Total 

35 

10 

60 

35 

165 

305 

Saturday 

Daily 

625 

465' 

785 

180 

405 

2,460 

Midday 

Enter 

15 

5' 

25 

10 

95 

150 

Exit 

10 

Q! 

20 

15 

ZQ 

115 

Total 

25 

5' 

45 

25 

165 

265 


a. ITE Trip Generation LUC 230 (Residential Condominium/Townhouse) 

b. ITE Trip Generation LUC 233 (Luxury Condominium Townhouse. 

c. ITE Trip Generation LUC 495 (Recreational Community Center). 

d. ITE Trip Generation LUC 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building). 

e. No data available; used LUC 230. 


Alternative 2: Commercial/Medical Development 

Alternative 2 contains residential uses on 'The Top", commercial uses on "The Overlook" and a 
Community Wellness Center on "The Ridge". The "Summer Street" area of this alternative, similar to 
Alternative 1, remains as open space. The proposed building program for this alternative includes: 

• "The Top": Mixed Income Housing, including 16 units of Affordable Housing and 36 units of 
Market Rate Housing; 

• "The Overlook": 140,000 square feet of Office, Research and Development or Medical Office 
space, 10 units of Luxury Housing and 43 units of Market Rate Housing; and 

• "The Ridge": a 65,000 square foot Community Wellness Center. 


Table 2 depicts the building program for this alternative along with its associated trip generation. In 
the situations where a definite land use has not been determined all potential uses are presented with 
the most traffic intensive use shaded. The overall trip generation column presents the most 
conservative projection for this alternative. 
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TABLE 2 

ALTERNATIVE 2 TRIP GENERATION 



"The Top" 

"The Overlook" 

"The 'Ridge 


Land Use 

Mixed Income 
Housing^ 

General 

Office'^ 

R&D 

Office 

Medical 

Office" 

Luxury 

Housing 

Market 

Rate 

Housing 

Recreation 

Center^ 

Medical 

Office" 

Total 

Size 

52 units 


140,000 sf 


10 units 

43 units 

20,000 sf 

45,000 sf 

— 

Weekday 

Daily 

375 

1,720 

1,135 

5,510 

90' 

320 

460 

1,625 

8,380 

Morning 

Enter 

5 

215 

145 

270 

0 

5 

15 

85 

380 

Exit 

25 

30 

30 

ZQ 

5 

20 

10 

20 

150 

Total 

30 

245 

175 

340 

5 

25 

25 

105 

530 

Evening 

Enter 

25 

40 

25 

140 

0 

20 

10 

45 

240 

Exit 

10 

195 

130 

375 

5 

10 

25 

120 

545 

Total 

35 

235 

150 

515 

5 

30 

35 

165 

785 

Saturday 

Daily 

615 

330 

270^^ 

1,260 

465' 

585 

180 

405 

3,510 

Midday 

Enter 

15 

30 

15^^ 

290 

5' 

10 

10 

95 

425 

Exit 

10 

25 


220 

Q! 

10 

15 

ZQ 

325 

Total 

25 

55 

30^^ 

510 

5' 

20 

25 

165 

750 


a. ITE Trip Generation LUC 230 (Residential Condominium/Townhouse) 

b. ITE Trip Generation LUC 710 (General Office) 

c. ITE Trip Generation LUC 760 (Research and Development Center). 

d. ITE Trip Generation LUC 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building). 

e. ITE Trip Generation LUC 495 (Recreational Community Center). 


Alternative 3; Infrastructure Reuse 

Alternative 3 contains residential uses on "The Top/' "The Overlook" and "Summer Street" and a 
Wellness Center on "The Ridge". "The Top" is also envisioned to include a community park. The 
proposed building program for this alternative includes: 

• "The Top": A community park and 13 units of Market Rate Housing and 2 units of Affordable 
Housing; 

• "The Overlook": 76 units of retirement housing (61 Market Rate units and 15 Affordable 
units), 10 units of Luxury Housing and 76 units of Market Rate Housing; 

• "The Ridge": a 60,000 square foot Community Wellness Center; and 

• "Summer Street": 16 units of Affordable Housing and 14 units of Market Rate Housing 


Table 3 depicts the building program for this alternative along with its associated trip generation. The 
overall trip generation column presents the total estimates for this alternative. 
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TABLE 3 

ALTERNATIVE 3 TRIP GENERATION 


Location 

"The Top" 

"The Overlook" 

"The Ridge" 

"Summer 

Street" 


Land Use 

Mixed 

Income 

Housing^ 

Retirement 

Housing^ 

Luxury 

Housing^ 

Market 

Rate 

Housing^ 

Recreation 

Center" 

Medical 

Office" 

Mixed 

Income 

Housing^ 

Total 

Size 

15 units 

76 units 

10 units 

76 units 

15,000 sf 

45,000 sf 

30 units 

— 

Weekday 

Daily 

130 

520 

90' 

515 

345 

1,625 

235 

3,460 

Morning 

Enter 

0 

5 

0 

5 

15 

85 

5 

115 

Exit 

10 

35 

5 

35 

5 

20 

15 

125 

Total 

10 

40 

5 

40 

20 

105 

20 

240 

Evening 

Enter 

10 

35 

5 

35 

10 

45 

15 

155 

Exit 

5 

15 

5 

15 

15 

120 

5 

180 

Total 

15 

50 

10 

50 

25 

165 

20 

335 

Saturday 

Daily 

480 

700 

465' 

705 

135 

405 

535 

3,425 

Midday 

Enter 

5 

20 

5' 

20 

10 

95 

10 

165 

Exit 

5 

15 

Q! 

15 

10 

ZQ 

5 

120 

Total 

10 

35 

5' 

35 

20 

165 

15 

285 


a. ITE Trip Generation LUC 230 (Residential Condominium/Townhouse) 

b. ITE Trip Generation LUC 233 (Luxury Condominium Townhouse. 

c. ITE Trip Generation LUC 495 (Recreational Community Center). 

d. ITE Trip Generation LUC 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building). 

e. No data available; used LUC 230. 


Trip Generation Comparison 

Table 4 presents the most conservative projections of trip generation estimates for each alternative. It 
also includes the trip generation associated with the Symmes Hospital prior to construction of the 
63,500 square foot North Wing in 1984. The hospital trip generation is presented using two different 
methodologies. The first methodology bases the trip estimates on counts conducted at the Symmes 
Hospital driveways on May 11*, 1982, prior to the construction of the 63,500 sq. ft. North Wing, which 
added to the size of the hospital by approximately one-third The 1982 counts were done by 
observation and tabulated the number of vehicles entering and leaving the hospital property during a 
12-hour period. These counts are the only recent data available to measure vehicle trips when the 
hospital was in full operation. It should be noted that these counts were done The second 
methodology, based on ITE trip generation rates for hospital uses, is included to provide a comparison 
basis between the projected trips with those that were actually observed at the former Hospital in 1982. 


\\Mawald\ld\08157\docs\reports\Final PlanXTransportation 041703.doc 


1-7 


Appendix to SAC Recommendations May 5, 2003 


1-7 













Date: December 17,2002 
Updated: April 17,2003 
Project No.: 08157 


8 


TABLE 4 

TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON 



Former 

Hospital 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

Weekday 

Daily 

Counts^ 

n/a 

ITE Data” 
3,885 

3,205 

8,380 

3,460 

Morning 






Enter 

195 

155 

115 

380 

115 

Exit 

50 

50 

100 

150 

125 







Total 

245 

205 

215 

530 

240 

Evening 






Enter 

75 

55 

125 

240 

155 

Exit 

180 

160 

180 

545 

180 







Total 

255 

215 

305 

785 

335 

Saturday 






Daily 

n/a 

1,460 

2,460 

3,510 

3,425 

Midday 






Enter 

n/a 

135 

150 

425 

165 

Exit 

n/a 

85 

115 

325 

120 






Total 

n/a 

220 

265 

750 

285 


a. Based on counts conducted at the hospital entrances. Hospital Road and Woodside Lane, on May 11*, 1982, when the 

Symmes Hospital facility consisted of an approximately 111,500 square foot hospital facility and 25,000 square foot medical 
office facility. 


b. Based on LUC 610 (Hospital) for 111,500 square feet and LUC 720 (Medical-Dental Office Building) for 25,000 square feet. 

As shown in Table 4, the evening peak hour carries the highest traffic volumes for each of the 
Alternatives. Alternatives 1 and 3 are estimated to generate slightly more traffic than the hospital in 
1982. At the time, the Symmes Hospital consisted of an 111,500 square foot facility and a 25,000 square 
foot medical office facility. Alternative 2 is the most traffic intensive alternative. The significant 
difference in trips between this alternative and the others is mostly due to the commercial/office 
component, which generates more traffic than residential uses. It should also be noted that the most 
conservative uses were utilized in these projections, namely all the commercial space in Alternative 2 
was considered to be medical office. If general office were the proposed land use, the trip generation 
on weekdays would be reduced to close to one-half of the total trips (235 trips) during the evening 
peak hour, and would be reduced by approximately 45 percent throughout the day (+4,600). During 
the weekends the trip reduction would be even more pronounced with the office component 
contributing to only approximately 55 trips during the midday peak hour instead of 510 trips. 
Regardless of the proposed office use, however. Alternative 2 will be the most traffic intensive 
alternative on weekdays, generating over 50 percent more traffic than the other alternatives. 


To obtain amore accurate estimate of the amount of traffic generated by Symmes Hospital when in full 
operation, a trip generation rate based on the counts was determined. Prior to the addition of the 
North Building, the combined 136,500 square foot campus generated up to 255 vehicle trips per hour, 
the equivalent of 1.87 trips per 1,000 square feet. Therefore, the full build facility at 200,000 square feet 
would up generated up to 375 vehicle trips per hour. Utilizing ITE rates for a 175,000 square foot 
hospital (LUC 610) and a 25,000 square foot medical office (LUC 720), it is estimated that the Symmes 
campus would have generated up to 365 vehicle trips per hour. This estimate, which is very similar to 
the counts based estimate, validates these findings. 


\\Mawald\ld\08157\docs\reports\Final PlanXTransportation 041703.doc 


1-8 


Appendix to SAC Recommendations May 5, 2003 


1-8 









Date: December 17,2002 
Updated: April 17,2003 
Project No.: 08157 


9 


PARKING 

Parking rates for the Symmes site were determined through discussions with the Town of Arlington 
and the Arlington Redevelopment Board at a Redevelopment Board meeting on December 9, 2002. At 
the meeting it was determined that the appropriate parking ratios to use should be based on what the 
current market dictates and those stated in the Town's Zoning Bylaw. This section compares these 
rates with other industry standards, namely the Urban Land Institute and the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers. It also evaluates the adequacy of the proposed parking supply at the site. 

Parking Rates 

Table 5 depicts parking rates for the different uses proposed for the site. 

TABLE 5 

PARKING RATES 


Land Use 

Town of Arlington Rates 

ULI Rates 

ITE Rates 

Office 

Medical Office^ 
Luxury Housing^ 
Market Rate Housing^ 
Affordable Housing^ 
Assisted Living" 
Recreational Center"^ 

3.3 spaces/1,000 sf 

3.3 spaces/1,000 sf 

2.0 spaces/D.U. 

1.5 spaces/D.U. 

1.0 spaces/D.U. 

0.4 spaces/D.U. 

3.3 spaces/1,000 sf 

3.0 spaces/1,000 sf 
3.0 spaces/1,000 sf 

1.0 spaces/D.U. 

1.0 spaces/D.U. 

1.0 spaces/D.U. 

0.27 spaces/D.U. 

3.0 spaces/1,000 sf 

2.79 spaces/1,000 sf 
4.11 spaces/1,000 sf 
1.11 spaces/D.U. 

1.11 spaces/D.U. 

1.11 spaces/D.U. 

0.27 spaces/D.U. 

4.0 spaces/1,000 sf 

a. No separate rate available for the Town of Arlington and ULI; assumed same as office. 

b. No separate rate available for ULI and ITE; assumed residential condominium uses. 


c. No separate rate available for ULI; assumed same as ITE. 

d. No separate rate available for ULI; assumed same as office. 


As can be seen in Table 5, the Town of Arlington parking rates are generally higher than those 
recommended by ULI and ITE, the exceptions being the medical office use for which ITE recommends 
4.11 spaces/1,000 square feet and the Recreational Center with a recommended 4.0 spaces/1,000 
square feet. The following section will evaluate the number of parking spaces required to 
accommodate the parking supply according to the three different rates. 


As with vehicle trips for retirement uses, industry standards are geared toward institutions for elderly 
residents that contain special services. Given the potential demographics involved with age-restricted 
housing, with more seniors living active lifestyles, VHB determined that parking needs for such 
facilities should model those of other residential uses, and as such utilized the requirements for Market 
Rate Housing in this assessment. 


It should also be noted that a Community Wellness Center is a use that does not have parking ratios 
defined by industry standards. Providing sufficient parking for the proposed Community Wellness 
Center on the Symmes site is especially important given the location does not provide opportunities to 
accommodate "spill-over" parking during peak hours. To help determine an appropriate parking rate 
VHB contacted a number of recreation facilities and similar uses in the Boston Metropolitan Area to 
determine what parking ratios they utilized to determine an accurate comparison. While many of these 
facilities constructed parking sufficient to meet those spaces required by zoning, almost all of those 
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facilities contacted are experiencing demand that exceed that which was originally provided. Some of 
these facilities have resorted to increasing the amount of parking provided on the site, utilizing valet 
parking and double parking in the current parking facility during peak hours or entering into shared 
parking arrangements with adjoining properties. Table 6 shows those establishments contacted for 
comparison. 

TABLE 6 

WELLNESS CENTER PARKING COMPARISON 


Facility 

Size 

Parking Spaces 

Comments 

Gold's Gym, Arlington 

17,000 sq. ft. 

55 

3.2/1,000 sq, ft 

Is in a mixed use building. Flas shared parking 
Agreement with Arlington Coal and Lumber, across 
the street, for overflow parking after 5:00 pm 

YMCA, Newton 

30,000 sq. ft. 

-100 

3.3/1,000 sq. ft. 

Facility Director said they do not have enough 
parking, additional spaces are being added with 
redevelopment of new gym and outdoor track. 

YMCA, Peabody 

38,500 sq. ft. 

-no 

2.85/1,000 sq. ft 

Not built yet. 

Healthpoint Waltham 

148,000 sq. ft. 

360 

2.4/1,000 sq. ft. 

Facility Director said that they can not usually 
accommodate parking demands on site. 

Super Fitness, Quincy 

35,000 sq. ft. 

-150 

4.3/1,000 sq. ft. 

Flas 700 space public lot across the street. Parking 
demand study conducted last year estimated need 
of 6.25 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft 

Super Fitness, Watertown 

45,000 sq. ft. 

290 

6.4/1,000 sq. ft. 

Also utilizes valet parking services during peak 
hours to double park within the lot 


Parking Demand and Supply 

Based on the building program, and the parking demand rates, the parking demand for the site for 
each of the proposed alternatives was determined. Opportunities for shared parking^ among the site's 
tenants were also investigated for Alternative 2, due to its mixed-use program. For example, the peak 
parking demand for residential uses occur at night and early in the morning, while the peak demand 
for office uses occur in the middle of the day. Consequently, the demand requirements for these uses 
complement each other, providing an ideal condition for shared parking, which can be used to reduce 
the required parking supply. While shared parking was not utilized to accommodate the demand in 
any of the alternatives, it can be a technique to provide more open space or additional density within 
any of the alternatives. 


Since it is recommended that the Community Wellness Center be able to accommodate its own 
parking demand it has been considered as a separate, stand-alone portion of the site. Table 7 
summarizes the parking demands for each alternative in the worse case scenarios during the day and 
at night as well as the proposed parking supply. 


2 

Based on Urban Land Institute, Shared Parking, Washington, D.C., 1983. 
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TABLE 7 

PEAK PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY 
FOR SITE USES EXCLUDING THE COMMUNITY WELLNESS CENTER 



Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 


Day 

Night 

Day 

Night 

Day 

Night 

Town of Arlington 

160 

236 

582 

190 

183 

269 

ULI 

110 

162 

491 

118 

141 

207 

ITE 

122 

180 

655 

134 

156 

230 

Supply 

316 



610 

332 



As shown in Table 6, Alternative 2 demonstrates the most demand for parking, which as with the 
vehicle trip generation rates described earlier is due to the parking demands for office and medical 
uses. It should be noted that the parking supply in Table 6 shows the number of surface parking 
spaces provided in each of the alternatives, and does not include garage space for any of the housing 
units. The parking denoted for market rate and affordable residential uses at "The Top" and "Summer 
Street" locations on the site does not include garage space within the housing units. The townhouse or 
condominium units in these areas could be designed to include ground level garage space with the 
housing units above. Parking for all of the Luxury Housing units in each of the alternatives assumes 
covered parking below the buildings. Consequently, the supply noted in Table 7 will be somewhat 
higher, and the site can be designed to suitably accommodate the parking demands for all of the 
alternatives. 


As discussed earlier, the parking provided adjacent to the Wellness Center should be sufficient to 
accommodate demands at the peak hour of use as there is a lack of a convenient location to 
accommodate "spill-over." Based on the research of similar facilities discussed earlier, it was 
determined that the parking for a Community Wellness Center, consisting of a mix of medical and 
recreational uses, could be accommodated through shared parking, as medical uses would involve 
higher demands during daytime business hours and peak demands for recreational uses would be 
during evening hours and on weekends. As such it was decided that a parking ratio of 3 spaces per 
1,000 square feet could be realistic for the facility. 


As part of VHB's assessment to maximize the size of the Community Wellness Center facility in line 
with the goals stated by the Symmes Advisory Committee and accommodate the parking demand, a 
number of options were considered. These options included construction of a parking structure to 
provide a sufficient number of spaces, locating additional parking facilities in the "Summer Street" 
zone, and building a larger Community Wellness Center in the "Summer Street" zone with parking 
provided in "The Ridge." It was determined through discussions with the Symmes Advisory 
Committee that all of these options were either cost prohibitive, unrealistic given the significant 
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods, or involved a significant loss of open space. 
Consequently, it was determined that sufficient parking should be provided adjacent to the building 
along "The Ridge" and the size of the facility would be reduced.. 
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POTENTIAL TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS AND IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDATIONS 

Traffic 

Regardless of which alternatives become part of the final redevelopment program, the adequacy of the 
local roadways adjacent to the Symmes property will need to be further investigated in terms of 
capacity to accommodate increase traffic demands. It is recommended that an official traffic study be 
conducted when the development plans are finalized by the Town's selected developer. This traffic 
study should identify appropriate mitigation measures that should be developed to minimize 
neighborhood traffic impacts and improvements to the Summer Street at Oak Hill Road intersection to 
accommodate any additional site-generated traffic traveling through the neighborhood. 


The trip generation estimates for the three Symmes Hospital site alternatives were presented 
previously along with an assessment of the observed traffic volumes when Symmes Hospital was in 
full operation. The projected trip generation for Alternatives 1 and 3 indicated that the traffic volumes 
associated with these alternatives should be similar to those experienced by the former hospital prior 
to construction of the 61,000 square foot North Wing in 1984. Alternative 2, which contains a 
commercial component, is expected to generate significantly more traffic than either Alternatives 1 and 
3 or the Symmes Hospital. 


Regardless of the final development program, the close proximity of Hospital Road (at its current 
location) to the Summer Street/Brattle Street/Hemlock Street intersection makes access and egress 
to/from the site difficult. Consequently, it is recommended that the Summer Street access to the site be 
moved further away from the signalized intersection. Ideally, Hospital Road should be aligned with 
Grove Street, however, site constraints may render this option unfeasible. If it can be achieved through 
the final layout of the site, it is recommended that Hospital Road be realigned further to the east. At 
the very least, provisions should be made to provide separate right- and left-turning lanes from 
Hospital Road onto Summer Street to enhance the flow of traffic through the intersection. 


Under Alternative 2, the Hospital Road site access will very likely require the installation of a signal. 
The other alternatives, although generating traffic volumes similar to the volumes of two-thirds the 
program of the former hospital, may also require a signal at the Hospital Road access point given 
current industry standards. Summer Street traffic may cause significant delays for vehicles exiting off 
of Hospital Road without the presence of a signal. These delays could cause long vehicle queues on 
Hospital Road, which would be particularly problematic due to the geometry and slope of this 
driveway. 


As mentioned in an earlier assessment, the intersections of Summer Street at Grove Street and Summer 
Street at Oak Hill Drive are both currently unsignalized and operating at a poor level of service during 
the morning and the evening peak hours. These intersections were also ranked by residents as 
problem intersections within the Town of Arlington, according to the Town of Arlington 
Transportation Assessment Studyl The development of the Symmes Hospital site is expected to, at a 
minimum, return the traffic volumes to those experienced when the hospital was operating at full 
capacity in 1984, and will place an additional burden at these locations. Therefore, some mitigation 
measures will likely be required at these intersections once the site is redeveloped. These 
improvements may involve the installation of a signal at the Summer Street/Grove Street intersection 
or/and at the Summer Street/Oak Hill Drive intersection. Any traffic signals installed should be timed 
to coordinate with the Summer Street/Brattle Street/Hemlock Street signal to ensure efficient traffic 
operations along Summer Street. 


3 

The Louis Berger Group, Transportation Assessment Study - Town of Arlington, Massachusetts, May 2002. 
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Counts conducted at the Hospital Road and Woodside Lane entrances to the site in 1984 indicate that 
the overwhelming majority of users (90 percent) accessed the site via the Summer Street entrance. 
Given that parking was provided at "The Top" portion of the site, this distribution indicates that 
drivers preferred to utilize the main entrance to the site even though the parking field was located 
closer to the Woodside Lane driveway. Part of this distribution may be due to the past nature of the 
facility, where patients and other users of the site may not have been familiar with the secondary 
access, and used the Hospital Road access because it was easily identifiable. However, it should also 
be noted that the access to the site from Summer Street is more directly connected to other primary 
access roads in Arlington than the Woodside Lane access. Therefore most users of non-residential 
components of the site's redevelopment would likely consider it to be the most convenient entry point 
for the site. 


Although traffic volumes have slightly increased since the counts were conducted for the hospital in 
1984, the overall trip distribution characteristics are not expected to significantly change with any of 
the alternatives. With redevelopment of the site, the Woodside Lane driveway should be designed to 
continue to function as a secondary drive, with the Hospital Road entrance designed to remain as the 
main access to the site. The most likely users of the Woodside Lane access are anticipated to be those 
parked at "The Top" of the site, and residents accessing neighborhood schools and amenities. While 
there should be an increase in the number of vehicles currently using Woodside Lane and Oak Hill 
Drive with redevelopment of the site, the topography and roadway characteristics in the 
neighborhoods adjacent to "The Top" of the site, make it unlikely that a significant amount of drivers 
would be inclined to utilize the Woodside Lane access to the site as a more convenient alternative 
access point to the Summer Street entrance. Although no major improvements are recommended for 
the Woodside Lane access, this location as well as the adequacy of the local roadways to accommodate 
additional traffic will need to be further investigated as part of an official traffic study. Appropriate 
mitigation measures should be developed to minimize neighborhood traffic impacts and 
improvements to the Summer Street at Oak Hill Road intersection should be included to accommodate 
any additional site-generated traffic traveling through the neighborhood. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Pedestrian connectivity within the site should be provided for all the alternatives. Both sidewalks and 
paths should be considered to connect the different uses within the site. Although the specific 
pedestrian connections will depend on the final site design, all alternatives should consider providing 
sidewalks along Hospital Road preferably with a landscaped buffer from the traffic lanes. Sidewalk 
improvements should also be implemented off-site to connect the site with other uses in the Town. 
Since all the alternatives present a residential component, particular attention will be needed for 
pedestrian access to the nearby Stratton and Bishop schools. 

Although the steep grades of the site present a challenge for bicyclists, bicycle accommodations should 
be provided within the site. Furthermore, a clear connection between the site and the Minuteman 
bikeway should be established. Other potential bicycle improvements include providing bike lanes on 
Summer Street between Grove Street and Brattle Street where wide shoulders currently exist and 
providing a "formal" connection to the Minuteman bikeway from Grove Street. 


Public Transportation 


Currently, an MBTA bus stop is provided within the site for the Route 67 bus service. Due to the steep 
grade of the primary site access roadway, however, the MBTA buses have to labor to climb the hill 
creating noise and air impacts on the site and in the adjacent neighborhood. The buses presence also 
competes with automobiles, pedestrians and bicyclists. Thus, an evaluation of the potential ridership 
associated with the final development program for the site should be conducted to achieve an 
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appropriate balance of bus users and service. In addition to ridership potential, the type of use should 
be considered (e.g., if senior citizens need to access the site). An appropriate scheme should be 
considered to address the needs of the site, which could include providing full access (to 'The Top") at 
select times while only stopping at the entrance on Summer Street at other times. 
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Town of Arlington, Zoning Bylaw 













Article 6 




SECTION 6.00 - TABLE OF DIMENSIONAL AND DENSITY REGULATIONS 









Intensity of Development 










ART. 8, STM 3/85; ART. 11 ,ATM 4/98 

Lot Reguirements, 
Minimum “ 

FI. Area 

Lot 

Coverage 

Minimum 

Lot 

Area per 
Dwelling 

Minimum Yard, 

Ft.^ 

Height 

Maximum 


Open Space 

Minimum 

Percent of Gross 

Floor Area 


Dis¬ 
trict Use 

Size, 

Sg. Ft. 

Frontage, 

Ft. 

Ratio 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Percent 

Unit, 

Sg. Ft. 

Fronf 

Side^ 

Rear^ 

Stories 

Feet° 

Landscaped 

Usable 


ART. 15, ATM 5/91 

RO Single-family 

detached dwelling 

9,000° 

75° 

NA 

35% 

NA 

25 

10* 

20® 

2-1/2 


35 

10%* 

30%* 


Any other permitted 
principal structure 

9,000 

75 

0.35 

NA 

NA 

25 

10* 

20® 

2-1/2 


35 

10%* 

- 


R1 Single-family 

detached dwelling 

6,000'" 

60* 

NA 

35% 

NA 

25 

10* 

20® 

2-1/2 


35 

10%* 

30%* 


Any other permitted 
principal structure 

6,000 

60 

0.35 

NA 

NA 

25 

10 

20 

2-1/2 


35 

30% 

- 


R2 Single-family 

detached dwelling, 
two-family dwelling 
or duplex house 

6,000^" 

60* 

NA 

35% 

NA 

20 

10* 

20® 

2-1/2 


35 

10%* 

30%* 


Any other permitted 
principal structure 

6,000 

60 

0.35 

NA 

NA 

20 

10 

20 

2-1/2 


35 

30% 

- 


R3 Single-family 

detached dwelling, 
two-family dwelling, 
duplex house, three- 
family dwelling 

5,000 

45 

0.75 

NA 

NA 

10 

, 

20 

3 


35 

10% 

30% 


Town House 

Structure 


45 

0.75 

NA 

2,500 

10° 

10° 

20° 

3 


35 

10% 

30% 


Any other permitted 
principal structure 

5,000 

45 

0.75 

NA 

NA 

10 

° 

20 

3 


35 

30% 

- 


R4 Single-family 

detached dwelling, 
two-family dwelling, 
duplex house 

6,000 

60 

NA 

35% 

NA 

25 

10 

20 

2-1/2 


35 

10% 

30% 
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Article 6 




SECTION 6.00 ■ 

- TABLE OF DIMENSIONAL AND DENSITY REGULATIONS (Continued) 







Intensitv of Develooment 










ART. 8, STM 3/85; ART. 11 ,ATM 4/98 

Lot Reguirements, 
Minimum “ 

FI. Area 

Lot 

Coverage 

Minimum 

Lot 

Area per 
Dwelling 

Minimum Yard, 

Ft.® 

Height 

Maximum 


Open Space 

Minimum 

Percent of Gross 

Floor Area 


Dis¬ 
trict Use 

Size, 

Sg. Ft. 

Frontage, 

Ft. 

Ratio 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Percent 

Unit, 

Sg. Ft. 

Fronf 

Side^ 

Rear® 

Stories 

Feet° 

Landscaped 

Usable 


R4 (cont.) 

Three-family 

dwelling 

7,500 

70 

NA 

35% 

NA 

25 

10 

20 

3 


35 

10% 

30% 


Town House 

Structure 

30,000 

100 

0.70 

NA 

2,500 

25° 

15° 

25° 

3 


35 

10% 

30% 


Conversion to 
apartments 

12,500 

80 

NA 

35% 

2,500 

25 

10 

20 

3 


40 

10% 

30% 


Conversions to 
dormitory. Nursing 
Home, Lodging House 

20,000 

100 

0.70 

NA 

NA 

25 

25 

25 

3 


35 

30% 



Any other permitted 
principal structure 

6,000 

60 

0.35 

NA 

NA 

25 

15 

20 

2-1/2 


35 

30% 

- 


R5 Single-family 

detached dwelling, 
two-family dwelling, 
duplex house, three- 
family dwelling 

6,000 

60 

0.80 

NA 

NA 

20 

10 

20 

3 


35 

10% 

30% 


Town House 

Structure, apart¬ 
ment house 

20,000 

100 

0.80 

NA 

1,450 

15°10+(L/10)° 

25° 

3 


35 

10% 

30% 


Any other permitted 
principal structure 

6,000 

60 

0.80 

NA 

NA 

20 

20 

20 

3 


35 

30% 



ART. 13, ATM 4/93 

R6 Single or two-family 
dwelling, duplex house, 
three-family dwelling 

5,000 

45 

0.80 

NA 

NA 

10 

° 

20 

3 


35 

10% 

30% 
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Town of Arlington, Zoning Bylaw 








Article 6 




SECTION 6.00 

TABLE OF DIMENSIONAL AND DENSITY REGULATIONS (Continued) 






Intensity of Development 





ART. 8, STM 3/85; ART. 11 ,ATM 4/98 

Lot Reguirements, 
Minimum “ 

FI. Area 

Lot 

Coverage 

Minimum 

Lot 

Area per 
Dwelling 

Height 

Minimum Yard, Ft.^ Maximum 


Open Space 

Minimum 

Percent of Gross 

Floor Area 


Dis¬ 
trict Use 

Size, 

Sg. Ft. 

Frontage, 

Ft. 

Ratio 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Percent 

Unit, 

Sg. Ft. 

Fronf Side^ Rear^ Stories Feet° 

Landscaped Usable 


ARTS. 84 & 92, ATM 3/79 

R6 (cont.) 

Town House Structure, 
apartment house, or 
office structure on a 
lot greater than 20,000 
sg. ft. in area 

20,000 

100 

1.20^ 

NA 

700 

15+(H/10)°(H+L)/6° (H+L)/6°4 

3 

40 

35 

10% 25% 


Any other permitted 
principal structure 

6,000 

60 

0.80 

NA 

NA 

20 10 20 3 

35 

10% 


ART. 93, ATM 3/78; ART. 92, ATM 3/79 
R7 Any permitted 

principal structure 20,000 

100 

1.50^ 

NA 

550 

15+(H/10)(H+L)/6(H+L)/6 5 

at at 

least least 

20 ft. 20 ft. 

40 

60 

10% 15% 


B1 All permitted uses 

ART. 81, ATM 4/80 

B2 Building with a princi¬ 
pal use of a three- 
family dwelling, town 
house structure, or 
apt. house 

5,000 

50 

0.75 

NA 

2,500 

20 10 20 3 

35 

20% 


5,000 

50 

1.00 

NA 

1,450 

20 10 20 3 

35 

10% 20% 


Any other permitted 
use 

ART. 4, ATM 4/97 

B2A Apartment house 
fronting on a street 
with a right-of- 
way width of 50 
feet or less 

- 

50 

1.00 

NA 

1,450 

0 0 10+(L/10) 3 

35 

10% 


20,000 

100 

0.80 

NA 

1,450 

15 10+(L/10)30 3 

35 

10% 25% 
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Article 6 




SECTION 6.00 ■ 

- TABLE OF DIMENSIONAL AND DENSITY REGULATIONS (Continued) 






Intensity of Develooment 





ART. 8, STM 3/85; ART. 11 ,ATM 4/98 

Lot Reguirements, 
Minimum “ 

FI. Area 

Lot 

Coverage 

Minimum 

Lot 

Area per 
Dwelling 

Height 

Minimum Yard, Ft.'" Maximum 


Open Space 

Minimum 

Percent of Gross 

Floor Area 


Dis¬ 
trict Use 

Size, 

Sg. Ft. 

Frontage, 

Ft. 

Ratio 

Maximum 

Maximum 

Percent 

Unit, 

Sg. Ft. 

Fronf Side^ Rear^ Stories Feet° 

Landscaped Usable 


B2A (cont.) 

Apartment house 
fronting on a street 
wider than 50 feet 

20,000 

100 

1.20^ 

NA 

700 

15+(H/10)(H+L)/6(H+L)/6 4 

at 

least 

30 ft. 

40 

25 

10% 20% 


Any other permitted 
use 

- 

50 

1.00 

NA 

NA 

10+(L/10) 3 

35 

10% 


ART.81, ATM 4/80 

B3 Building with a princi¬ 
pal use of a town 
house structure or 
apartment house 

20,000 

100 

1.40 

NA 

600 

15+(H/10)(H+L)/6(H+L)/6 5 

3 

60 

40 

10% 20% 


Any other permitted 
use 

- 

50 

1.00 

NA 

600 

(H+L)/6 5 

3 

60 

40 

20% 



20,000 

100 

1.40 

NA 

600 

(H+L)/6 5 

3 

60 

40 

10% 


B4 Apartment house 
fronting on street 
with a right-of- 
way width of 

50 ft. less 

ART. 92, ATM 3/79 
Apartment house 
fronting on street 
wider than 50 ft. 

20,000 

100 

0.80 

NA 

1,450 

15 10+(L/10)30 3 

35 

10% 25% 


20,000 

100 

1.20^ 

NA 

700 

15+(H/10)(H+L)/6(H+L)/6 4 

at 

least 

30 ft. 

40 

25 

10% 20% 
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Town of Arlington, Zoning Bylaw 


Article 6 


SECTION 6.00 - TABLE OF DIMENSIONAL AND DENSITY REGULATIONS (Continued) 


ART. 8, STM 3/85; ART. 11 ,ATM 4/98 

Lot Requirements, 
Minimum ^ 


Dis¬ 

trict 


Size, Frontage, 
Sq. Ft. Ft. 


_Intensity of Development 

Minimum 

Lot 

Lot Area per 

FI. Area Coverage Dwelling 

Ratio Maximum Unit, 

Maximum Percent Sq. Ft. 


Height 

Maximum 


Open Space 
Minimum 
Percent of Gross 
Floor Area 


Minimum Yard, Ft.^ 

Fronf Side^ Rear^ Stories Feet° Landscaped Usable 


B4 (cont.) 

Any other permitted 
use 

ART. 92, ATM 3/79; ART. i 
B5 Building with a 
principal use of a 
town house struc¬ 
ture or apartment 
house 


ART. 5, STM 3/81 

Any other permitted 
use 


ART. 16, STM 3/87 


ART. 16, STM 3/87 


H Hospital or any 
other permitted 
use 


ART. 13, ATM 4/01 
I All permitted uses 


50 

, ATM 4/80; ART. 16, ST 

20,000 100 

1.00 

NA 

NA 

- 

- 

10+(L/10) 3 

35 

10% 


1.50 

NA 

550 

15+(H/10)(H+L)/6(H+L)/6 
at at 

least least 

20 ft. 20 ft. 

NA 

75" 

40 

10% 

15% 


50 

1.40' 

NA 

600 



(H+L)/6 

5 

60 

10% 










3 

40 


(20% 












for 












residen¬ 












tial use) 

40,000 

100 

1.50' 

NA 

550 

. 

. 

(H+L)/6 

NA 

75" 

10% 

.H 










40 



80,000 

150 

1.80' 

NA 

550 

. 

. 

(H+L)/6 

NA 

75" 

10% 

.H 










40 



200,000 


1.00 

40% 

NA 

(H+L)/6 

(H+L)/6(H+L)/6 

NA 

70 

60% 







not 

not 

not 










less 

less 

less 










than 

than 

than 










30 ft. 

30 ft. 

30 ft. 







1.50 

NA 

NA 

10 

10' 

10' 

4 
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Town of Arlington, Zoning Bylaw 


Article 6 


SECTION 6.00 - TABLE OF DIMENSIONAL AND DENSITY REGULATIONS (Continued) 


ART. 8, STM 3/85; ART. 11 ,ATM 4/98 

Lot Requirements, 

Minimum ^ 

Dis- Size, Frontage 

trict Use Sq. Ft. Ft. 

ART. 5, ATM 4/00; 

T Uses 4.01, 5.01, 5.05, 

5.09,8.17 6,000 60 0.35 NA NA 25 10 20 2-1/2 35 30% 


ART. 92, ATM 3/79; ART. 43, STM 3/82 

PUD All permitted uses 200,000'^ - 0.80 NA NA (See Section 6.28) NA*" 85 (See Sect. 6.30) 

40 


ART. 14, ATM 4/01 

OS All permitted uses - - - - - - - 

Additional regulations are contained in the text of Article 6. 


Intensity of Develooment 






Minimum 



Open Space 



Lot 



Minimum 


Lot 

Area per 


Height 

Percent of Gross 

FI. Area 

Coverage 

Dwelling 

Minimum Yard, Ft.'' 

Maximum 

Floor Area 

Ratio 

Maximum 

Unit, 




Maximum 

Percent 

Sq. Ft. 

Fronf Side^ Rear^ 

Stories Feet° 

Landscaped Usable 


Footnotes to Table of Dimensional and Density Regulations 

A See Section 6.06 for exceptions. 

ART. 15, ATM 5/91 

B In RO, R1 and R2 districts, the rear yard need not be more than 20 percent of the full lot depth. 

C One side yard must not be less than 10 feet, and the total of both side yards must not be less than 16 feet. 

D A town house structure shall not exceed 150 feet or 6 town houses in length for a single story structure nor 120 feet for that part of the structure more than one story in height. See also Section 
6.25 for end yards for town house structures and Section 6.21 for minimum court dimensions. 

ART. 22, ATM 4/97 

E L is the length of a wall parallel (or within 45 degrees of parallel) to lot line, measured parallel to lot line, subject to the provisions of Section6.26 for buildings of uneven alignment or height. H is 
height of that part of the building for which the setback or yard is to be calculated. 

F See the bonus provisions of Section 6.12. 

G When two numbers are listed, see Section 6.13 for applicable height regulation. 

H Open space requirements for residential uses (computed from their floor area only) shall be 10 percent landscaped and 20 percent usable in the B1, B2, B2A, B3, and B4 districts, and 15 percent 
usable in the B5 district. 

I May increase with bonus provisions of Section 6.12; however, in no event shall the residential uses exceed a floor area ratio of 1.50. 

J Not required where abutting railroad track or railroad right-of-way if railroad is to be utilized for loading or unloading. 

K Lots in separate ownership of less than 200,000 square feet in area shall be developed according to the dimensional, density, and use regulations of the B3 district. 
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RKG Associates, Inc 


4/23/2003 


Symmes Campus Redevelopment: Alternative 3 

Distribution of Medical Uses 

Type 

% Distribution 

SF Const Cost/SF SF/Employee 


Medical Office 

62% 

40,000 $ 

200.00 

400 


Wellness Center 

38% 

25,000 $ 

175.00 

1200 


Bio-tech 

0% 

$ 

200.00 

600 


Other 

0% 

$ 

- 

0 


Other 

0% 

$ 

- 

0 


Other 

0% 

$ 

- 

0 


Total 

100% 

65,000 



Year Developed 


4 




Land Price/SF Land Area 

$ 10.19 


Marketing & Soft Costs 

22.0% 

Land Price/SF of Building Area: 

$ 9.52 

4% 

of construction costs 




Distribution of Office Uses 

Office Class 

% Distribution SF Const Cost/SF SF/Employee 


Class A 

50% - $ 

170.00 

250 


Class B 

25% - $ 

135.00 

450 


Class C 

25% - $ 

110.00 

500 


Other 

0% - $ 

- 

0 


Other 

0% - $ 

- 

0 


Other 

0% - $ 

- 

0 


Total 

100% 



Year Developed 


5 



Land Price/SF Land Area 

#DIV/0! 

Marketing & Soft Costs 

22.0% 

Land Price/SF of Building Area: 

#DIV/0! 

6% of construction costs 




Distribution of Public Uses Type of Use 

% Distribution 

SF 

Const Cost/SF SF/Employee 

Community Center 

100% 

- 

$ 

175.00 

1000 


Recreation Center 

0% 

- 

$ 

175.00 

10000 


Columbarium 

0% 

- 

$ 

- 

1000 


Perfomance Center 

0% 

- 

$ 

- 

1000 


Other 

0% 

- 

$ 

- 

0 


Other 

0% 

- 

$ 

- 

0 


Total 

100% 

- 




Year Developed 

5 


Marketing & Soft Costs 


15.0% 

Supportable Land Value 

5% 

of construction costs 


_ 


Fiscal Impact Assumptions 

Incremental Municipal Revenues Per Resident 

Incremental Municipal Revenues Per Employee 

Incremental Costs For Municipal Services Per Resident 

Incremental Costs For Municipal Services Per Employee 

Net Locally Funded Cost per School Aged Child 

Annual Levy Increase 

Initial Property Tax Rate 

$ 581 

$ 268 

$ 1,019 

$ 470 

$ 5,626 

2.5% 

$ 13.85 



Minimize Infrastructure Cost Scenario 






Development Characteristics 

Total Building SF 


377,900 

Residential Summary 

Residential Land Price/Permitted Unit 

$ 

41,883 

Total Development Cost 

E 

110,491,184 

1 Residential Land Price/Market Unit 

$ 

43,316 

Building Density/Developable Acre 


46,654 

Estimated Average Sale Price Market Units: | 

$ 

480,653 

Building Density/Gross Acre 

FAR/Net Developable Area 

FAR/Gross Acre 


20,994 

1.07 

0.48 

Assumed Avg. Sale Price Affordable Units: 

Resident Population 

Number of School Children 

$ 

219,845 

404 

55 

Land Value Summary 

Total Real Estate Sale Proceeds 

E 


Fiscal Indicators 

1 Total Assessed Value At Completion (Year 8) 

$109,284,457 I 

Average Sale Price/Net Developable Acre 

$ 

1,243,567 

Total Project Cost to Town (Including Debt): 

$ 

(8,663,058) 

Average Sale Price/ SF Developable Area 

$ 

28.55 

Total Net Fiscal "Benefits" Over 25 Years: 

$ 

23,086,029 | 

Average Land Price/SF Building Area 

$ 

26.65 

Net Cumulative Project Impact (25 Years): | 

$ 

14,422,971 
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Revenues From Redevelopment Activities 
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Annual and Cumulative Profitability to the Town of Arlington 
Alternative 3: Minimize Infrastructure Costs 
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